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House of Representatives

The House met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. PETRI].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 16, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable THOMAS
E. PETRI to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We know, O gracious God, that the
pace of living is brisk and yet we know
too that we need to take time to medi-
tate on Your good gifts to us and to re-
flect on how we can translate Your
gifts into our daily lives. May we use
the gift of faith so our lives develop
meaning and purpose; may we use the
gift of hope so that we can anticipate a
new and brighter day; may we use the
gift of love so that we know others
with trust and affection and share with
them our innermost feelings and expe-
riences. May Your gifts, O God, that
have nourished us along the way be
with us this day and every day we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SCARBOROUGH] come forward and lead
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
McDevitt, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with an
amendment in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 1306. An act to amend the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act to clarify the applicabil-
ity of host State laws to any branch in such
State of an out-of-State bank.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 210. An act to amend the Organic Act of
Guam, the Revised Organic Act of the Virgin
Islands, and the Compact of Free Association
Act, and for other purposes;

S. 289. An act to designate the United
States courthouse to be constructed at the
corner of Superior Road and Huron Road in
Cleveland, Ohio, as the ““Carl B. Stokes Unit-
ed States Courthouse’;

S. 347. An act to designate the Federal
building located at 100 Alabama Street NW,
in Atlanta, Georgia, as the ‘““Sam Nunn Fed-
eral Center”;

S. 419. An act to provide surveillance, re-
search, and services aimed at prevention of
birth defects, and for other purposes;

S. 478. An act to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 475 Mulberry Street in Macon, Geor-
gia, as the “William Augustus Bootle Fed-
eral Building and United States Court-
house™’;

S. 628. An act to designate the United
States courthouse to be constructed at the
corner of 7th Street and East Jackson Street

in Brownsville, Texas, as the ‘“Reynaldo G.
Garza United States Courthouse’;

S. 681. An act to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 300 Northeast First Avenue in
Miami, Florida, as the ‘“‘David W. Dyer Fed-
eral Courthouse’;

S. 715. An act to redesignate the Dublin
Federal Courthouse building located in Dub-
lin, Georgia, as the J. Roy Rowland Federal
Courthouse; and

S. 819. An act to designate the United
States courthouse at 200 South Washington
Street in Alexandria, Virginia, as the ‘““Mar-
tin V. B. Bostetter, Jr. United States Court-
house™.

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 276d-276g of title
22, United States Code, as amended, the
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints the Senator from Washington
[Mrs. MURRAY] as Vice Chair of the
Senate delegation to the Canada-Unit-
ed States Interparliamentary Group
during the 105th Congress.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 101-445, the
Chair, on behalf of the Democratic
Leader, appoints Arlene M. Chamber-
lain, of South Dakota, to the National
Nutrition Monitoring Advisory Coun-
cil.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 13, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted to Clause 5 of Rule 111 of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives,
the Clerk received the following message
from the Secretary of the Senate on Thurs-
day, June 12, 1997 at 6:40 p.m.: that the Sen-
ate passed without amendment H.J. Res. 32,
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and, that the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 1871.
With warm regards,
RoOBIN H. CARLE,
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair desires to announce that pursu-
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the Speaker
signed the following enrolled bill on
Thursday, June 12, 1997:

H.R. 1871. An act making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for recovery from
natural disasters, and for overseas peace-
keeping efforts, including those in Bosnia,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
and for other purposes.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OFFICIAL OB-
JECTORS FOR PRIVATE CAL-
ENDAR, 105TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair desires to announce that the offi-
cial objectors for the Private Calendar
for the 105th Congress are as follows:

For the majority: Messrs. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Wisconsin; CoBLE, North
Carolina; and GOODLATTE, Virginia.

For the minority: Mr. BOUCHER, Vir-
ginia, and Ms. DELAURO, Connecticut.

SPECIAL ORDERS

POLITICS AS USUAL BAD POLICY
FOR FLOOD VICTIMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. SCARBOROUGH] is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
this past weekend and over the past 3
or 4 weeks we have been hearing a lot
on television about flood relief and the
politization of that process, and we
have been hearing about how flood vic-
tims got caught in the middle of a po-
litical gambit and they have actually
been upset and injured by politics as
usual in Washington, DC.

Mr. Speaker, | wanted to come to the
floor today because | have been looking
through some newspapers across the
country to see what they were doing
outside the beltway and | wanted to
check into some of the charges that ac-
tually what happened on this flood re-
lief bill actually did affect flood vic-
tims, because we get in Washington
and one hears different things.

In fact, 1 heard the Vice President
last week go before a press conference
and say the following, and this is from
the Philadelphia Inquirer dated last
week: Vice President GORE accused the
Republicans of issuing an ultimatum.
Quote: “They are saying to the Amer-
ican people, we want to make it clear
that we will hurt you unless these pro-
visions are accepted.”

The charge is almost frantic, that ac-
tually there were people in this Cham-
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ber that wanted to hurt Americans if
they did not go along with their own
political agenda. It reminded me of
some of the things that | heard in the
past when the President and Vice
President would come out to the press
conference when we were trying to bal-
ance the budget and try to hide behind
Medicare and try to scare senior citi-
zens and talk about how we wanted to
slash Medicare, when in fact we were
trying to save Medicare and were put-
ting out a proposal very similar to
what the President was putting out.

There is this tactic that they always
seem to use. Every time you start to
nail them down and try to force them
to be physically responsible, they
would say, oh, you are trying to hurt
old people, you are trying to hurt sen-
ior citizens, you are trying to hurt
young children, you are trying to hurt
flood victims. So it was sort of these
scare tactics to try to stop us from
doing what needed to be done.

During the flood relief bill, what
some Members wanted to do was actu-
ally put in a provision that would pre-
vent the Federal Government from
ever shutting down again. But when
this was attempted, the President, the
Vice President, and many Members in
this Chamber got out there saying, oh,
you are hurting the flood victims, you
are hurting the flood victims. | have to
tell my colleagues as an American sit-
ting out there on the couch watching
TV, one would look at it and say, gee,
how could anybody want to hurt the
flood victims like that.

Then, as is the case usually in Wash-
ington, DC, you peel away a layer of
rhetoric, you peel away another layer
of demagoguery and one gets down to
the facts, and the facts look quite dif-
ferent from what politicians inside
Washington, DC, are telling us.

This is what the Philadelphia In-
quirer wrote on Thursday, June 12.
They quoted a political scientist from
Carleton College in Minnesota, one of
the affected areas, and his name is Ste-
ven Scheer and he is a political sci-
entist. He said the following: ‘‘Federal
money is already flowing into the
flood-damaged areas, so this is not
going to affect things for a while,”” said
this Minnesota political scientist. Yet,
the Democrats indicate that people are
drowning and starving as a result of
this. It is not true.

Let me say that again. It is not true.
A political scientist who lives in Min-
nesota who studies politics and, more
important, understands the pain and
the suffering and the misery that the
men and the women of the Midwest
have been putting up with for so long
says firsthand, ‘““the Federal money is
already here.”

If anybody said what happened in
Washington over the past week or two
did anything to directly hurt people in
the Midwest, then according to this po-
litical scientist quoted by the Philadel-
phia Inquirer, it is not true. Federal
money is already flowing, so this is not
going to affect things for a while. Yet

June 16, 1997

the Democrats indicate that people are
drowning and starving as a result of
this. It is not true.

So one sits there and one asks one-
self, if it is not true, according to this
political scientist in Minnesota and
others who understand the process,
why would the Vice President of the
United States come out and say that it
was true that somehow what happened
in Washington last week was going to
hurt people in the Midwest, or why
would the President make the same in-
ferences, why would people on this
floor storm up to the microphone day
after day after day after day and say
something that clearly did not reflect
reality?

Well, | guess unfortunately for too
many in this Chamber it is politics as
usual. If one cannot win by using the
facts, then try to win by kind of shift-
ing the facts around. Try to scare peo-
ple. If one does not want people to sit
down and know the real story, then
kind of shuffle the deck a little bit and
deal from the bottom of the deck once
in a while and maybe one can confuse
people enough. I mean maybe that is
what they think. It is very unfortu-
nate. But the reality is that flood
money was sent to the Midwest and in
fact has been fully funded for some
time and will be fully funded for some
time. But again, Democrats used this
as a political attack last week for pure-
ly political purposes, and it is unfortu-
nate.

So when the Vice President says ““We
want to make it clear that we will hurt
you unless these provisions are accept-
ed,” it does not match up with reality.
I can say as a Member from the State
of Florida, which seems, unfortunately,
seems to have a hurricane about two or
three times a year, in my district espe-
cially—2 years ago we had two hurri-
canes in 1 month’s time period—I un-
derstand firsthand about devastation. |
understand about how in one day’s
time, a family’s existence, a family’s
home, their property, their life, can be
blown away with the wind, blown away
by a flood.

So the last thing that | am going to
want to do, the last thing that anybody
here is going to want to do is to do
anything to hurt flood victims. Again,
we did not do that, but we have people
coming up here and demagoguing on
the issue to try to scare them. | think
it is really unfortunate.

Again, that is what happened last
year when we were talking about Medi-
care, when we were trying to save Med-
icare for senior citizens and keep it sol-
vent. We had so many people coming
down here and saying, oh, they are try-
ing to cut Medicare, trying to do this,
trying to do that, again, all for politi-
cal points.

I can tell my colleagues, as somebody
who is relatively new to this Chamber,
it gets awfully frustrating that we find
that too many times debate in this
great Chamber, which is really the cen-
ter of freedom around the world, is re-
solved to name-calling and
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demagoguing and fingerpointing, when
it would be so much better for the
American people if we just debated on
the facts.

Now, if we wanted to debate on the
facts and if we wanted to find a situa-
tion that would hurt flood victims, |
can give my colleagues one. | can tell
my colleagues what will cause flood
victims possibly the gravest risk in
trying to put their lives back together
as they seek assistance from Washing-
ton, DC. What will hurt flood victims
in the Midwest the most, what will
hurt victims of hurricanes in my part
of the world, what will hurt earth-
quake victims on the west coast the
most would be if this Federal Govern-
ment ever shut down again and funding
from Federal agencies were totally cut
off. Because as | said before, those
flood victims in the Midwest right now
are fully funded for the next month or
so, even without this emergency sup-
plemental that we passed this last
week. But if for some reason the White
House and Congress got into a debate,
got into a budget battle like we did a
few years ago and the President, once
again, vetoed every bill that Congress
sent down over and over and over
again, then the President’s veto would
have the effect of shutting down the
Federal Government.
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What do we do? | think we learned
our lesson from last time. We wanted
to purchase for the American people an
insurance policy to make sure that the
Federal Government never shuts down
again, and to make sure that the flood
victims in the Midwest and the victims
of hurricanes in my region and earth-
quake victims in California do not get
cut off from the Federal assistance
that they say they need. So we put in
a provision that is an insurance policy
against the Federal Government ever
shutting down.

Mr. Speaker, again, in Washington,
DC, things are not ever as they seem. |
have to tell the Members, for the Presi-
dent of the United States to say time
and time again, for the Vice President,
for many Members in this Chamber to
say, let us never shut down the Federal
Government again, | would think that
anybody giving them an insurance pol-
icy that would stop the Federal Gov-
ernment from ever shutting down
again would be a pretty good thing.

If we wanted to go a step further to
make sure that the funding was at 100
percent, that they get every single cent
that they would have gotten if we kept
funding it at last year’s level, we would
make sure that this insurance policy
paid these people at 100 percent. That
is what we tried to do. I say, we tried
to do. Actually, | did not vote for the
CR bill that got down there, but we
will get to the reason why in a second.

But the Republican majority put a
bill together that would have in it an
insurance policy to keep the Federal
Government open and going at 100 per-
cent funding so the flood victims would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

not be hurt. Yet, the President vetoed
that. The Vice President came out, and
boy, he was mad. He said, how could
they dare hurt the American people,
and all we were trying to do was actu-
ally trying to help by keeping the Fed-
eral Government funded at 100 percent,
to make sure that the Federal Govern-
ment would never shut down.

Mr. Speaker, | cannot tell the Mem-
bers over the past 2 or 3 years how
many times | have seen people come to
that podium and say, Mr. Speaker, we
must never shut down the Federal Gov-
ernment again. We would almost think
if they had sackcloths they would tear
them off and they would throw ashes
all over their faces. These people were
worked up. A couple of times | thought
they were going to dab their eyes with
the ties that they had, with all their
little children on there, to show how
much they love children.

Of course, those of us that happen to
have children and love children but do
not wear those ties, | guess, do not love
children as much. But they would come
down here and cry and whine, saying,
how could we ever shut down the Fed-
eral Government again? You are going
to hurt too many Americans. The chil-
dren will be hurt. The grandparents
will be hurt. Locusts will descend from
the heavens. It will be the end of West-
ern civilization as we know it or, as
R.E.M. says, it is the end of the world
as we know it.

So we put in this bill a continuing
resolution to make sure that the Fed-
eral Government is fully funded. Guess
what the President does? He vetoes it.
So we are sitting there trying to figure
out, why would the President veto a
bill that we sent to him when he has
been saying for 3 years that is what he
wanted?

Me not being a really bright guy, |
get most of my news from newspapers.
So | get this editorial. | read this edi-
torial from the Wall Street Journal.
All of a sudden, it starts to make a lit-
tle bit of sense to me. Now | under-
stand why the President vetoed this in-
surance policy against shutting down
the Federal Government.

The Wall Street Journal had it in
their editorial on Tuesday last week,
June 10. This is what the editorial says.
They start out with a quote from
President Clinton. He says this:

“‘Shutting down the Government
again would be unbelievably irrespon-
sible.” So said President Clinton on
January 20, 1996, when he was pinning
blame for shutting down parts of the
Federal Government on the Republican
Congress. Yesterday he vetoed a GOP
‘disaster relief’ spending bill that con-
tained a provision to prevent precisely
that sort of shutdown.

“What gives?,”” asks the Wall Street
Journal. “Won’t a shutdown ‘cause dis-
ruption in the lives of millions of
Americans,’ as he said on November 14,
1995? What we have here is a moment of
political revelation about the Clinton
method: He wants to be able to threat-
en a shutdown, because he knows it’ll
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help him preserve the still-outsized
government we have. And as always, he
wants an issue, in this case ‘disaster
relief,” with which to demagogue his
opponents.”’

This is the part | was talking about,
about the flood relief bill getting shut
down, vetoed this fall:

If any of those 13 spending bills that
Congress passes are not signed by the
start of the new fiscal year in October,
the agencies they fund can’t legally
open. Democratic Congresses missed
this deadline all the time, instead pass-
ing continuing resolutions until the
final bills were signed around Christ-
mas. This is what the GOP Congress
wants to do for fiscal year 1998, propos-
ing to fund the Government at 100 per-
cent of the 1997 levels until they can
work out a compromise with the Presi-
dent.

Again, this is that insurance policy
that | was talking about. Democratic
Congresses, when they ran the Govern-
ment for 40 years, did these sorts of
things all the time. You sign what is
called a continuing resolution that
funds the Government at 100 percent,
to make sure it keeps going. But this is
what the President used to try to veto
the bill.

“This would keep the Government
running, denying Mr. Clinton the
chance to dump blame on the GOP. The
President’s political leverage would
thus be reduced and he’d have to fight
over each spending bill on the merits.
Not that he is helpless: Unlike GOP
Presidents, Mr. Clinton can now wield
a line item veto, if he has the nerve.
But this is trench warfare, where Con-
gress can fight on more equal terms
than the evening news.

“Mr. Clinton can’t afford to admit to
any of this political calculation, of
course. That’s why he’s trying to
change the subject entirely and make
this a debate about ‘disaster relief,’
which no one opposes. If Mr. Clinton
really wants disaster relief, he can sign
the bill.”

Again, what you do, | guess, in Wash-
ington, when they have got you, when
the President says for 3 years, give me
a continuing resolution, give me an in-
surance policy to make sure the Fed-
eral Government never shuts down, and
we give it to him, he changes the sub-
ject. He says, how can you hurt these
poor flood victims?

Of course, we were not hurting the
poor flood victims. As the Philadelphia
Inquirer again quoted the political sci-
entist from Minnesota, Federal money
is already flowing into the region, yet
the Democrats are indicating people
are drowning and starving as a result
of this, but it is not true. The flood vic-
tims have been taken care of. They will
continue to be taken care of.

So unfortunately, all of these state-
ments that have been made, according
to this political scientist, just are not
true. It is a political battle, it is a po-
litical battle that a lot of Americans
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have not been following, but it is a po-
litical battle that is important, be-
cause as we go throughout the fall try-
ing to balance the budget for the first
time in a generation, trying to give tax
relief back to working class Ameri-
cans, and trying to save the next gen-
eration from the crushing debt that
this generation is passing on to them,
we have got to be able to negotiate
with the President in good faith and
make sure, and make sure, that he will
do the type of things that Americans
sent us to Washington to do: to balance
the budget, to cut taxes, to send
money, power, and influence back to
the American people, and yes, to save
the American dream for the 21st cen-
tury.

My son is visiting me this week up in
Washington, DC. In fact, he is in the
gallery right now. When | see him and
his friends running around and playing,
like any parent, you start saying, what
is their life going to be like 10, 15, 20
years from now? What type of country
are they going to live in?

I want to make sure they live in an
America where they can pursue the
American dream, just like my parents
made sure | was able to pursue the
American dream, instead of having a
country where they are paying 89 per-
cent in taxes to the Federal Govern-
ment because of the huge Federal debt
that Congress and Presidents have
thrown on the American people over
the past 40 years.

We have to do something to make a
difference, so that is why this insur-
ance policy against shutting down the
Federal Government was so important,
and why it was so regrettable, first of
all, that the President vetoed the bill,
because he knew what was doing; and
secondly, it was doubly regrettable
that he would actually, and | want to
be careful here, it is regrettable that
he would use flood victims in an at-
tempt to change the subject.

Because the President knows, just
like the political science professor in
Minnesota knows, just like the Phila-
delphia Inquirer knows, just like the
Wall Street Journal knows, just like
everybody that has studied this issue
knows, flood relief was pouring into
the Midwest. This political battle in
Washington, DC was not affecting
them. In the end, the only real damage
that was done was done on a public re-
lations front to the Republican party.

I am sure that we will all be big
enough to dust ourselves off and get
past that. That is really not my con-
cern. It is not any member of the Re-
publican party’s concern, or at least it
should not be. Our concern is making
sure those people in the Midwest are
taken care of, and they are. We wanted
to make sure that the Federal Govern-
ment was not going to be shut down
this fall, and that Federal funding
would truly not be cut off.

Reviewing, Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent and Vice President say that this
budget debate hurt people in the Mid-
west. It did not. It did not. The funding
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was already up there. As the Philadel-
phia Inquirer says, it was used for po-
litical purposes.

Secondly, the President and the
Democrats have been coming up here
for years and have said that they want
to make sure that the Federal Govern-
ment never shuts down again. | guess
they really do not care, in the end, do
they? They had an opportunity. We
gave them an insurance policy to make
sure the Federal Government never
shut down again, and they were all
against it. So they can never say that
again, right?

I do not know. In Washington, DC, I
think anything is possible. Maybe they
will have the audacity to come up here
in the next couple of weeks, months,
years, and talk about how they want to
make sure the Federal Government
never shuts down again, but they had
an opportunity last week to take care
of that, and they decided that they
would rather play political games than
pass an insurance policy to make sure
the Federal Government never shuts
down again.

The third thing | want to talk about
and conclude on, Mr. Speaker, the
third point is, there is a lot of disingen-
uousness that was going on in the
Chamber last week when | heard so
many Democrats come up and say, we
want a clean bill. Mr. Speaker, send us
a clean bill. This is about disaster re-
lief. This is about flood victims. Send
us a clean bill, they said.

Did they want a clean bill? No, not
really. Not really. Do Members want to
know what a clean bill would have
been? It would have been about a $750
million bill to take care of flood relief
in the Midwest. Do Members know how
much that $750 million bill ended up
being? It was $8.4 billion. There was
enough pork in that bill to feed every-
body in Washington, DC for the next 6
months.

There is a parking garage in Cleve-
land, OH, that somehow found its way
into this emergency flood relief bill. In
fact, when we tried to take it out
Democrats on that side of the aisle said
it was a deal Kkiller. They needed that
garage. Was it an emergency? No, it
was not an emergency. Did it have any-
thing to do with the flood? No, it did
not have anything to do with the flood.
Was keeping it in making it a clean
flood bill? No, it certainly was not.
That is pork, plain and simple. It had
nothing to do with disaster relief.

There are so many other issues.
There was another provision that |
read about in the New York Times
where the New York Times wrote
about how there was a movie theater
that needed some repairs, needed some
renovations, so it got shoved into this
emergency flood bill.

The New York Times went and
talked to the manager of the theater,
and said, is your theater in really dire
need of repair? He said, well, no, not
really. A couple of pipes have leaked,
but other than that it is doing OK. It
had nothing to do with the flood, was
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not even in the region, and yet another
politician in Washington, DC saw that
as a reason to shove some more pork
into supposedly this emergency relief
bill that the Democrats said they
wanted to be clean.
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And of course, there is also funding
for apple orchardists; and | have had
trouble tying that one to the flood. |
guess the closest | could get was that
maybe there were some apple orchard
farmers in Washington State that
might have seen the flood on TV, and
maybe it traumatized them so much
they could not go out and work in their
orchards. | do not know. | could not
figure it out.

But once again, this funding had
nothing to do with the flood relief. And
yet it got shoved into that bill, and yet
we had Democrats that actually had
the audacity to come on this floor last
week complaining about how they
wanted a clean bill. Well, let me tell
my colleagues, unfortunately, as | am
finding in Washington, DC, there are
not a whole heck of a lot of bills that
end up being clean. There are not a
whole heck of a lot of businesses where
pork is not being shoved in left and
right.

For some reason, that is the way this
place works. | do not like it, but it
seems like that is the reality. But it is
a reality that the Democrats mastered
for 40 years while they were in the ma-
jority, while the deficit and the debt
went up to $5 trillion. They are the
ones that were shoving in parking ga-
rages into this flood bill and then com-
ing back and talking in self-righteous
indignation about how they wanted a
clean flood bill and because the flood
bill was not clean, they were going to
veto it.

And you know, by the end of it, |
have got to admit, | was a little bit dis-
illusioned. Like | said, | came here in
1994 and have been here for about 2 or
3 years. | just never knew it worked
like this, that we could have people
come on this floor and purposely make
statements that they knew were false
saying that somebody was trying to
hurt flood victims by cutting off relief;
and they knew that was false but they
said it anyway to gain political points.
I did not know that we could have the
President of the United States and the
Vice President and Democrats and
some Republicans come on the floor
and bang a podium as hard as they did
saying, we must never shut down the
Federal Government again; and then
when we give them an insurance policy
to make sure that the Federal Govern-
ment never shuts down again, they
veto it. | just never knew that people
did that, that they could get away with
that.

I guess the third thing I did not know
was that we can have the same people
who were saying do not put pork into
this bill, give us a cheap emergency re-
lief bill; those same people, while they
were saying that, were the very ones
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that were shoving pork into the bill. Of
course, both sides do that, we find out
now. But only one side is the one that
is preaching about how they are holier
than thou and about how they are self-
righteous. And it is just upsetting, it is
disappointing. Because | think what it
comes down to is there are a lot of peo-
ple in this Chamber and down in the
White House who think that the Amer-
ican people are stupid. That does not
sound nice. It really does not sound
nice. But | think they really believe
the pollsters, and | think they believe
the pundits that they can somehow
fool all the people all the time. It just
is not the case.

I remember last year when we went
through the Medicare crisis that we
went through, the President of the
United States had the Medicare trust-
ees put a report together, and these
Medicare trustees came back saying
that, unless Medicare was reformed
quickly, we would go bankrupt in 3 or
4 years. Well, that is serious.

I think of my grandparents. | think
of my mother and father, my mother in
a week, | should not say in the House,
but my mother in a week will turn 65
years old. This deeply affects all of us.
And | think I am going to have to
apologize to my mother for that for re-
vealing her age. But it deeply affects
all Americans. It deeply affects middle-
class Americans who are struggling to
put up with the bills and the debts and
the crises that they have to deal with
day in and day out without having to
worry about Medicare going bankrupt
and having to take care of their par-
ents, which they want to do but eco-
nomically cannot do it.

So when the President’s Medicare
task force comes out and says Medicare
is going bankrupt, something has to be
done, then doggone it, something has
to be done. And so, we walked right
into that. We, as the Republican Party,
tried to do something about saving
Medicare. And we know, most of the
newspapers, most of the magazines said
that what we did was laudable, that
what we did was correct, that we could
extend the life of Medicare for another
10 years.

And so, we passed the bill and then
the President vetoed the bill, shut
down the Government by vetoing every
appropriation bill we sent his way and
said that we were slashing Medicare,
that we were cutting Medicare, that we
were hurting Medicare, that we were
hurting senior citizens. Well, | guess, is
it the chickens that come home to
roost? | guess the chickens came home
to roost last week, because a nearly
identical bill came before Congress this
year, and the same President and the
same Democrats that last year were
talking about how we were slashing
Medicare voted almost unanimously to
pass the bill. And they did so because
they had to because now, instead of
Medicare going bankrupt in 3 or 4
years, we find out that Medicare is
going bankrupt in 2 or 3 years because,
as usual, we choose politics over good
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practice and we choose demagoguery
over common sense when it is time to
gain political points in Washington,
DC.

It is sad. It is regrettable. It is unfor-
tunate. But it is the way that this
White House does business, and it is
the way they have done business. And |
think things not only need to change, I
think things will change, because | do
not believe that Americans are stupid.
I do not believe that Americans think
the worst of other people. | think
Americans are a generous people. 1
think we are a proud people. And I
think we are gifted. | think we can rec-
ognize what is right and what is wrong.

If we have to save future generations
from a staggering $5 trillion debt, we
are going to do that. If we have to cut
taxes for working-class Americans be-
cause they are spending half of their
year paying off the Federal Govern-
ment, | think we will do that. If we
have to save Medicare, if we have to
save Social Security, | think in the end
we will do that.

We have done great things, great
things over the past 20 years. Through-
out the 1980’s, we had the longest ex-
pansion of the economy ever in this
history during peacetime, and we won
the cold war. In the 1990’s, we have had
a strong, strong economic expansion.
Our economy is growing and we are
doing some great things, but we have
to continue and we have to fight. |
think we have to look for the best in
people. | think we have to give Amer-
ican people credit, that we just cannot
trot out and say, oh, my opponents
hate children, my opponents hate sen-
ior citizens, my opponents hate flood
victims; because | think we are under-
estimating the brilliance of the Amer-
ican people.

I think what has happened in the
past couple weeks is regrettable, and |
hope other Members will come to the
floor and will set the record straight
and will not run away from criticism
like scalded dogs but instead will come
to the floor and say three very simple
things. The first thing is say, the lib-
erals say we are trying to hurt flood
victims. We are not trying to hurt
flood victims. The money is still going
up there, and we have proof and show
the proof.

The second thing they need to come
out and say is, the Democrats and the
liberals attack the conservatives, say-
ing that they were not going to give
the President a clean flood bill. What
we need to say is, look at all the gar-
bage that is shoved in that bill. If it is
not a clean bill, the parking garage
that was put in there and subsidies for
apple orchardists that was put in and
all the other things that were put in
there did not make it any cleaner. We
need to work together to make sure
this type of bill never passes again.

And the third thing we need to say is,
OK, Mr. President, you have been say-
ing for 3 years you do not want to shut
down the Federal Government. OK, Mr.
Vice President, you have been saying
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for 3 years you do not want to ever
shut down the Federal Government.
OK, Mr. Minority Leader, minority
whip, you have been saying for 3 years
you never want to shut down the Fed-
eral Government again. OK, fine, let us
give the American people the insurance
policy to make sure that the Federal
Government never shuts down again,
that flood relief is never cut off, that
housing assistance to the poor is never
cut off again, that all these other
things that the Federal Government
has been doing never gets cut off again
by passing the insurance policy to keep
the Federal Government running that
this Congress passed a few weeks ago
and that the President vetoed.

I do not think we can afford those
types of vetoes. We cannot afford the
zigzagging. We cannot afford the mixed
messages that we have been having for
too long. And in conclusion, we cannot
afford to have a silent majority in this
House who will not stand up and speak
out and tell the American people the
truth.

The American people are grown up.
They are intelligent. They are bril-
liant. They have created the greatest
governmental experiment, the greatest
country in the history of civilization.
They can take the truth. It is time for
this silent majority to once again re-
assert itself, become a vocal majority,
go out and tell the American people
the truth, and prepare this country for
the 21st century so my children and
their children and the American peo-
ple’s future generations can prepare for
the 21st century and chase the Amer-
ican dream into the next century like |
was able to do.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. SCARBOROUGH) to revise
and extend her remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes each
day on June 17 and 18.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Member (at the
quest of Mr. SCARBOROUGH) and to
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. BENTSEN.

(The following Members (at the
quest of Mr. SCARBOROUGH) and to
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. HOUGHTON.

Mr. DINGELL.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH.

re-
in-

in-

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
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committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1871. An act making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for recovery from
natural disasters, and for overseas peace-
keeping efforts, including those in Bosnia,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
and for other purposes.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee did on the following date
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

On June 12, 1997:

H.R. 1871. An act making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for recovery from
natural disasters, and for overseas peace-
keeping efforts, including those in Bosnia,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, |
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 41 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, June 17, 1997, at 12:30 p.m. for
morning hour debates.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3793. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

3794. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the semiannual report on
activities of the Inspector General for the pe-
riod October 1, 1996, through March 31, 1997,
and the Semiannual Report on Inspector
General Audit Reports for the same period,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act)
section 5(b); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.
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3795. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Retirement Thrift Investment
Board, transmitting the Board’s final rule—
Miscellaneous Regulations [5 CFR Part 1690]
received June 16, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

3796. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Endangered and Threat-
ened Wildlife and Plants; Endangered Status
for Four Plants from Vernal Pools and Mesic
Areas in Northern California (RIN: 1018-
AC96) received June 13, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

3797. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Endangered and Threat-
ened Wildlife and Plants; Endangered Status
for the Plant Lessingia germanorum (San
Francisco Lessingia) from California (RIN:
1018-AC98) received June 13, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

3798. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Endangered and Threat-
ened Wildlife and Plants: Threatened Status
for the Southern Oregon/Northern California
Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit of
Coho Salmon (RIN: 1018-AE28) received June
13, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

3799. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska, Nearshore Pelagic Shelf Rockfish
in the Central Regulatory Area of the Gulf of
Alaska [Docket No. 961126334; 1.D. 060697B]
received June 12, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on National Se-
curity. H.R. 1119. A bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 1998 and 1999 for
military activities of the Department of De-
fense, to prescribe military personnel
strengths for fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and
for other purposes; with amendments (Rept.
105-132). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
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tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE:

H.R. 1898. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to penalize the rape of
minors in Federal prisons; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOUGHTON (for himself, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HALL of
Ohio, Mr. RoYcg, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. SANFORD,
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. DAvIs of Florida,
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BEREUTER, and Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN):

H. Con. Res. 99. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing concern over recent events in the
Republic of Sierra Leone in the wake of the
recent military coup d’etat of that country’s
first democratically elected President; to the
Committee on International Relations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH introduced a bill (H.R.
1899) to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate en-
dorsement for employment in the
coastwise trade for the vessel Seagull;
which was referred to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 165: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
MANTON, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 167: Mr. ROTHMAN.

H.R. 367: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 446: Mr. SOUDER and Mrs. LOWEY.

H.R. 531: Mr. BLILEY.

H.R. 692: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
and Mr. COSTELLO.

H.R. 986: Mr. SOUDER and Mr. GOsSs.

H.R. 1047: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 1126: Mr. DEFAzIO, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
and Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 1146: Mr. POMBO.

H.R. 1401: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.

H.R. 1419: Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 1719: Mr. RILEY and Mr. LARGENT.

H.R. 1842: Mr. DICKEY and Mr. PAUL.

H. Con. Res. 13: Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. GUTKNECHT, and
Mr. BERMAN.
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The Senate met at 11 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Father, thank You for this
time of prayer in which our minds and
hearts can be enlarged to receive Your
spirit. You are the answer to our deep-
est needs. More than any secondary
gift You can give, we long for the pri-
mary grace of Yourself offered in pro-
found love and acceptance. We have
learned that when we abide in Your
presence and are receptive to Your
guidance, You inspire our minds with
insight and wisdom, our hearts with re-
siliency and courage, and our bodies
with vigor and vitality.

Lord, as we begin this day, we com-
mit all our worries to You. We entrust
to You our concerns over people we
will meet and the circumstances we
will encounter and the problems we
will face. Our desire is to give ourselves
to the work of this day with freedom
and joy. Give us strength when we be-
come tired, fresh vision when our wells
become dry, and enthusiastic hope
when others become disappointed.

Thank You, Father, for the con-
stancy of Your care and love. With one
heart we ask You to comfort and
strengthen ToM DASCHLE now in his
grief over the death of his father, Se-
bastian Daschle. Be with TomM’s mother,
Betty, and give her peace in her time of
need. Place Your arms of love around
this family. In the name of Him who is
the resurrection and the life. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader is recognized.
Mr. LOTT. | thank the Chair.

Senate

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. For the information of all
Senators, the Senate will be in a period
of morning business today until the
hour of 12:30 p.m. Following morning
business, by previous consent, the Sen-
ate will begin consideration of the
State Department reauthorization bill.
Senators who intend to offer amend-
ments to that legislation should be pre-
pared to offer and debate their amend-
ments today. | understand we do have a
couple of amendments that may be of-
fered. We have announced earlier that
any rollcall votes ordered on those
amendments will not occur today but,
instead, will be stacked to occur at a
time to be determined in the morning
by the two leaders. We do hope to open
with some early votes so we can get on
toward completion of the State Depart-
ment reauthorization hopefully by to-
morrow night. Senator DASCHLE and |
discussed that last week before he left,
and we agreed that we would try to
complete action by Tuesday night,
since we have bipartisan agreement on
this legislation.

Senators will be notified accordingly
exactly when the rollcall votes will be
scheduled, and we hope that we can fin-
ish the State Department reauthoriza-
tion so that we can move on to other
bills. We now have scheduled the De-
fense authorization bill for Wednesday
and the remainder of the week. We
have some other issues that we might
try to get up, including the intel-
ligence authorization bill.

So | remind Senators again that
there are only 2 weeks remaining prior
to the July 4 recess. The next 2 weeks
will certainly be very busy, and | hope
Senators will continue to be coopera-
tive as we schedule legislation and
votes. | thank our colleagues for their
cooperation in the Chamber. We may
have to go into the night some the next
2 weeks in order to get through the
State Department authorization, the
Defense authorization, maybe even the
intelligence authorization and the two

reconciliation bills next week, one on
the spending side and, of course, the
tax bill. That is a big order, but the Fi-
nance Committee will be meeting most
of the day tomorrow and Wednesday
and Thursday to complete action on
those two important reconciliation
bills that will carry out the directions
of the budget resolution that we agreed
to.

SYMPATHY TO THE DASCHLE
FAMILY

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, on behalf
of all Senators, | extend our sympathy
to the family of Senator DASCHLE. His
father, Sebastian ‘‘Dash’’ Daschle,
passed away this past weekend in Aber-
deen, SD. | talked to Senator DASCHLE
on Sunday afternoon and expressed our
sympathy to him and to his family, of-
fered our condolences and our assist-
ance in any way we might be helpful. |
understand Senator DASCHLE will prob-
ably be in South Dakota for the re-
mainder of the week, but he has al-
ready talked to Senator WENDELL
ForD, and we will work together to
carry out the legislative agenda we
agreed to this week.

Mr. President, | yield the floor. | be-
lieve Senator BREAUX is in the area and
wishes to make some morning business
statements, but | observe the absence
of a quorum until he is available.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 12:30 p.m., with Senators permitted
to speak therein for up to 5 minutes
each.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, 1 will
not take a great deal of time. | want to
talk about the Medicare legislation
that is pending in the Senate Finance
Committee and the bill which my col-
league, Senator CONNIE MAcK of Flor-
ida, and | will be introducing today.

DEATH OF SEBASTIAN DASCHLE

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, | also
extend my deepest sympathy and that
of my family to our distinguished
Democratic leader, Senator DASCHLE,
and his family in their loss, and we
wish them best wishes during this very
difficult time they are undergoing. To
the extent he can face the difficult ob-
ligations he has ongoing right now, we
extend him the greatest sympathy
from all of us on the Democratic side
and the Republican side as well.

(The remarks of Mr. BREAUX pertain-
ing to the introduction of S. 904 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘“‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.”)

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, | know
others will be coming to speak and I
yield the floor. | suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KYL. | ask unanimous consent
that | be allowed to speak in morning
business for up to 10 minutes under the
time of Senator COVERDELL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The

REGARDING MFN TO CHINA AND
MILITARY BUILDUP

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, as
the House of Representatives begins
the process of MFN disapproval today,
I rise to once again voice my own
strong opposition to the administra-
tion’s proposed renewal of most favored
nation status to China. The United
States Ambassador to China, James
Sasser, has recently stated—and of
course Ambassador Sasser is a pro-
ponent, as a member of the administra-
tion, and he has favored MFN—but Am-
bassador Sasser said China’s defense
budget is growing. The Chinese them-
selves have announced an increase in
that budget which will bring total de-
fense outlays next year to $10 billion
and he says some suggest the amount
is really closer to $40 billion.

So there is nothing at all theoretical
about China’s military buildup. Even
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the administration, even those who are
saying we should continue most-fa-
vored-nation status trading status for
China, will admit that there is a dra-
matic and drastic buildup of military
capability in China.

Here is what we know about the Chi-
nese military and its potential, based
on the United States Government’s
own official estimates. The 1997 report
by the Office of Naval Intelligence, en-
titled “Worldwide Challenges to Naval
Strike Warfare 1997, is devoted almost
entirely to rapid increases in Chinese
capabilities with Iraq, North Korea,
and Libyan capabilities covered almost
as an afterthought. China, it informs
us ‘“‘is working on the development of
at least six new tactical aircraft at a
time when most nations are finding it
difficult to finance even one.” It con-
tinues, “‘Overall, the Chinese hope to
‘leap’ generations of technology with
large investments in new air defense
capability.”

Mr. President, from Beijing, the
words of China’s military planners
themselves, such as this analysis from
a paper prepared for senior Chinese of-
ficials titled ‘“Can the Chinese Army
Win the Next War?” ““While the con-
flict of strategic interests between
China and the United States was over-
shadowed for a time by the tripartite
great power relationship, it is now sur-
facing steadily since the breakup of the
Soviet Union. China and the United
States, focused on their respective eco-
nomic and political interests in the
Asia-Pacific region, will remain in a
sustained state of confrontation.”

That is coming from the Chinese
Government, predicting a sustained
state of confrontation. The evidence
concerning a Chinese military buildup
is clear, it is crystal clear. Whether
this evidence comes straight from the
administration that would renew MFN
to China or from Beijing, how can we
reward this regime with a most-fa-
vored-nation status? Many who regard
themselves as free traders and who
argue against linkage of trade through
human rights or any other domestic
circumstance would admit that when
our own national security is involved,
when national security is raised to an
issue, then trading is a legitimate le-
verage and a legitimate tool for us to
use as a Nation.

So apart from the abysmal human
rights record, apart from the deplor-
able human rights conditions in China
today, apart from the fact that human
rights conditions in China have dete-
riorated over the last 5 years, in spite
of all of that, we could look alone at
the military buildup in China today
and justify denial of most-favored-na-
tion status for China.

I believe that China’s chemical and
nuclear exports are the most serious
proliferation threat in the world today,
and China has held that title at least
for the past decade and a half. Since
1980, China has supplied billions of dol-
lars worth of nuclear and missile tech-
nology to South Asia, South Africa,
South America, and the Middle East.
China has done so, Mr. President, in
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the teeth of United States protests and
despite repeated promises that they
would stop.

The chemical and nuclear exports
continue, and while they do, they make
it impossible for the United States and
the West to halt the spread of weapons
of mass destruction, a trend that en-
dangers everyone.

Mr. President, China has been the
leading proliferator of nuclear weapons
in the world. China gave Pakistan
nearly everything it needed to make
its first atomic bomb. In the early
1980’s, China gave Pakistan a tested
nuclear weapon design and enough
high-enriched uranium to fuel it. Mr.
President, this has to be one of the
most egregious acts of nuclear pro-
liferation in history. Then China
helped Pakistan produce high-enriched
uranium with gas centrifuges. Now,
Mr. President, China is helping Paki-
stan build a reactor to produce pluto-
nium for nuclear weapons, and helping
Pakistan increase the number of its
centrifuges so it can boost its produc-
tion of high-enriched uranium.

If we grant MFN trading to China, we
tacitly endorse the weapons of mass de-
struction, we support our enemies in
their own military buildup, and last
Mr. President we set a poor example as
the leader of the free world.

This administration continues to for-
give and to forget China for the abuse,
the persecution, and the military
buildup that it is continuing to em-
ploy. There is no reason to think that
China’s nuclear and chemical export
patterns will change. I know the Pre-
siding Officer is well aware of those
trends and those practices in China
today, but there is no evidence that
those patterns will change as long as
the United States follows its current
policy of MFN trade status for China.
China is now saying explicitly that it
will not even talk to us about missile
and chemical proliferation.

As | have stated before, Mr. Presi-
dent, on this floor, there must be some
things more important than expanded
trade opportunities, some things more
important than the almighty dollar.
Today, as the House begins the process
of marking up most-favored-nation sta-
tus disapproval resolution, | think it is
the time for this institution to say we
will not continue business as usual
with China. The administration’s lob-
bying efforts to grant MFN trading sta-
tus to China will most assuredly inten-
sify in coming days. We as a country
and we as an institution must set an
example for the world to follow. If we
grant this regime MFN, we set, | think,
a continued example only of appease-
ment.

Mr. President, 1 want to make one
last point. The repressive Chinese Com-
munist regime has established a blood-
stained record of discrimination, de-
tention, and death. The reeducation
through labor camps are really no dif-
ferent at all from the old concentration
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camps or the gulag. But people seem to
know less, they seem to care less, in
the case of China. Let this institution
show that it, in fact, knows, and it, in
fact, cares.

In my closing remarks | quote from
an editorial that appeared in my home-
town newspaper in Bentonville, AR,
last week. The closing words of the edi-
torial said this: ““Every time you buy a
product labeled Made in China, send up
a prayer for Chinese Christians who
must live each and every day in fear
that their long-suffering faith will cost
them their families and their lives.”

Mr. President, | suggest it is past
time that we stood as a Nation against
the intolerable human rights record of
the nation of China.

| yield the floor and | suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | have
spoken on the floor many, many times
about the pace of the Senate confirm-
ing judicial nominees. The distin-
guished Presiding Officer, my friend,
has had to do double duty because he
has had to listen to me do it in the Ju-
diciary Committee, too, on occasion. |
commend his equanimity and patience
in listening to my remarks.

Mr. President, | urge all Senators,
Republican and Democrat alike, to
move forward on the confirmation of
judicial nominees. This weekend, on
one of the ubiquitous television talk
shows, the distinguished majority lead-
er said he intended to block action on
all nominations except military nomi-
nees until President Clinton fills four
seats on the Federal Election Commis-
sion. The distinguished majority lead-
er, of course, has the right and power
to control the calendar of the Senate. |
have no question about that. But |
hope he would reconsider this policy
for all nominees, but especially for the
Federal judiciary.

The distinguished majority leader
has a concern with the President on
the FEC. I am not going to get in the
middle of that issue. Both sides claim
they are moving forward with nomi-
nees. | have to assume the majority
leader of the U.S. Senate has ways of
bringing pressure to bear on the Presi-
dent of the United States without hav-
ing to cripple the Federal judiciary or
to do things that might appear, wheth-
er intended or not, to diminish the
independence of the Federal judiciary.

For example, we have four non-
controversial nominees at the moment
in the Federal circuit and district
courts. They should not get delayed in
this political squabble. They enjoy
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strong bipartisan support. They were
unanimously reported to the full Sen-
ate by the Judiciary Committee with
all Democrats and all Republicans on
that committee voting for them. More
importantly, they are desperately
needed in the courts which they have
been nominated.

Let me give an example. Alan Gold
has been nominated to be a U.S. dis-
trict court judge for the southern dis-
trict of Florida. Now, this is a non-
controversial nominee but it is also
one desperately needed. He is an ex-
tremely well qualified nominee. The
Judiciary Committee unanimously re-
ported his nomination last month, and
the Southern District Court of Florida
desperately needs him to help manage
its growing backlog of cases. This is in
a district that has one of the fastest-
growing populations in this country. In
fact, during his confirmation hearing,
the distinguished Republican Senator
from Florida, Senator MAcK, told the
Judiciary Committee, ““This appoint-
ment comes at a critical time for south
Florida. The Supreme Court’s recent
decision in Lenz versus Mathis has re-
sulted in the early release of hundreds
of violent criminals back on the streets
and brought about a crisis of con-
fidence in the safety of our neighbor-
hood. This unsettling feeling made it
especially critical for South Florida to
have a full complement of the judges
administering the laws to fight violent
crime.”

We first received Alan Gold’s nomi-
nation in February of this year. The
President nominated him for a vacancy
on the district court for the southern
district of Florida. This vacancy ex-
isted since shortly after the elections
last year. He has the support of both
Senator GRAHAM and Senator MACK.

He had a hearing on May 7. The Judi-
ciary Committee reported his con-
firmation to the full Senate on May 22.
This is the way the judicial confirma-
tion process should work. The position
had been open only a few months. The
Senate was out at the time the va-
cancy occurred. Shortly after the elec-
tions, the President moved quickly
with a nominee that had strong bipar-
tisan support for his home State sen-
ators. The Judiciary Committee moved
very quickly, and the nomination
passed out unanimously. We know that
there is a major need for a judge there.
Alan Gold’s nomination is now pending
on the Senate calendar, awaiting ac-
tion on the Senate floor. This process
should not become entangled in par-
tisan squabbling.

Instead, we should look at the one
branch of our Government that is sup-
posed to be nonpartisan—the judici-
ary—and not allow the Federal judici-
ary to be caught up in partisan squab-
bling of Senators or with the White
House. We should move this nomina-
tion through the Senate very quickly.

Another example of a judicial nomi-
nation that we should move quickly is
in the northern district of Georgia,
where Thomas Thrash, Jr., has been
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nominated to be a U.S. district judge.
We unanimously reported his nomina-
tion to the Senate last month, on May
22. But this is also a district—the
northern district of Georgia—there in
the eleventh circuit that desperately
needs Thomas Thrash to help manage a
growing backlog of cases.

Now, we received his nomination in
May 1996—over a year ago. He was ac-
corded a hearing last Congress, on July
31, 1996. But his nomination got caught
in the election year freeze, which said
we will not move nominations after a
certain time in a Presidential election
year. The President nominated him on
the first day of this Congress for the
same vacancy. That vacancy has ex-
isted since March of 1996, for over a
year. He had a confirmation hearing on
May 7. He was supported by both Sen-
ator CLELAND and Senator COVERDELL,
one Democrat and one Republican from
Georgia, and was reported to the Sen-
ate by the Judiciary Committee 2
weeks later. Now, this is not a case
that should be held up because of a par-
tisan squabble.

Also pending on the calendar is Eric
Clay to be a circuit judge for the sixth
circuit, another noncontroversial, well-
qualified nominee. The Judiciary Com-
mittee unanimously reported his nomi-
nation to the Senate on May 22 of this
year. Now, the sixth circuit des-
perately needs help in managing a
growing backlog of cases. They have
three vacancies, two of which have
been designated judicial emergencies
by the Judicial Conference of the Unit-
ed States. | mention the judicial emer-
gencies, Mr. President, because this is
not a case of some mere debating point;
this is the Federal judiciary of this
country with emergencies, where they
need judges, where we could confirm
the judges, and, frankly, the U.S. Sen-
ate is not doing its job.

We first received Eric Clay’s nomina-
tion in March 1996. He was accorded a
hearing on March 26, 1996. He was re-
ported unanimously by the Judiciary
Committee to the Senate on April 25,
1996. And now, more than a year later,
we are still waiting for him to be con-
firmed. Now, Eric Clay has the strong
support of both Senator LEVIN and Sen-
ator ABRAHAM, one Republican and one
Democrat. We ought to confirm this
judge for the sixth circuit.

We also have Arthur Gajarsa’s nomi-
nation to be U.S. circuit judge for the
Federal circuit on the calendar. We
first received his nomination in April—
not April 1997, but April 1996. His nomi-
nation was passed unanimously by the
Judiciary Committee back in June of
last year. Now he is back here again,
passed unanimously again. He ought to
be confirmed quickly.

We also have the nomination of Mar-
garet Morrow for the U.S. District
Court for the Central District of Cali-
fornia on the Senate calendar. She is
another well-qualified nominee. Ms.
Morrow is the first woman president of
the California Bar Association and the
Judiciary Committee unanimously ap-
proved her nomination last year, but
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her confirmation got caught up in the
election year stall on judicial con-
firmations. Just last week, the Judici-
ary Committee again approved her
nomination. The Senate should quickly
take action on the nomination of Mar-
garet Morrow.

We have confirmed less than one
judge a month since the start of this
session in January. We have almost 100
vacancies in the Federal judiciary.
Many of them are in critical areas,
where huge backlogs are occurring,
where courts are saying that we are
benefiting criminals because they can’t
be tried; we can’t have speedy trials.
Criminals get the benefit of this by not
having judges to hear the cases. If you
have a civil case, forget about a speedy
trial.

I just look at some of the headlines
we have had recently seen, which are
shown on this chart. One is by the
Washington Post, by Sue Anne
Pressley: ‘““Cases Pile Up as Judgeships
Remain Vacant; Drug Crackdown, Im-
migration Inundate U.S. Courts in
Texas.”” Apparently, you can be on the
southern border of this country and
have drug and immigration cases in
major courts that can’t be heard be-
cause you can’t get enough judges
there.

Bruce Fein is one who has written
primarily from a conservative view-
point. His column: “Judge Not.” It
speaks of the independent Federal judi-
ciary. He says, ‘“The supreme jewel of
our Constitution is a fiercely independ-
ent Federal judiciary, but congres-
sional Republicans are attacking this
gem.”’

We have a couple of editorials on the
Chief Justice—one from the Washing-
ton Post and one from the New York
Times—speaking of the alert from the
Chief Justice: “A Reminder From the
Chief Justice.”” These are the cases
where the Chief Justice of this coun-
try—another conservative Repub-
lican—has said, ‘“We have a crisis situ-
ation; let’s move on it.”

We have one entitled, ‘“The GOP Hold
on Judgeships; Partisan Politics Have
Ground Confirmations to a Halt.”

Now, | say this, Mr. President—I
make the same argument now as when
we have had a Republican President
and a Democratically controlled Sen-
ate. If there is one area where partisan
politics should not be allowed, it is in
the area of the Federal judiciary.

One thing that sets our country apart
from virtually all others is the inde-
pendence of our Federal judiciary.
Every country that in this century has
moved toward democracy has sent ob-
servers to the United States of Amer-
ica to look at our Federal judiciary and
they say, ‘““How do you have such an
independent judiciary?”’ Look what is
happening in countries that are some-
times lurching into democracy. They
say the one thing that holds them
back, that allows crime to continue,
that allows an economic system to
break down, that allows graft and cor-
ruption to occur in each of those coun-
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tries is because their judiciary cannot
be truly independent. In our country,
our Federal judiciary is truly independ-
ent.

Now, each one of us, | would gather,
on this floor at some time or another
has disagreed with a decision of a Fed-
eral judge, for different reasons. Each
one of us, | would be willing to guess,
has to thank God we have an independ-
ent Federal judiciary and that we can’t
stand up and tell the judge how to rule.
I know that when | argued cases before
Federal courts, | used to sit there
knowing they were going to be inde-
pendent, knowing that I might win and
I might lose. | would make my best ar-
gument, and it would go from there.
That is the way it should be.

What | worry about, Mr. President, is
that if we allow the Federal judiciary
to be caught up in partisan moves,
where one side tries to get advantage
over the other, while one side or the
other might win in the short term, all
of us as Americans are damaged be-
cause our Federal judiciary is dam-
aged. Every one of us—Republican or
Democrat—should know if we look at
history, read history, and if we under-
stand history, that one of the reasons
we are the greatest democracy history
has ever known is because of our inde-
pendent Federal judiciary. We should
never allow anything to happen to cut
back on that independence.

I have never seen anything like this
current stall in the judicial confirma-
tion process in almost 23 years in the
U.S. Senate. | came here in 1974, in one
of the largest classes of this Senate. In
fact, | today stand here as the only one
who has not announced retirement or
left. But | think all the way through
that, working with some of the finest
men and women | have ever known in
both parties—and we have had fights,
partisan fights, saying that we should
do this farm bill this way or this farm
bill that way, or this highway bill this
way or that way, or the crime bill this
way or that way—we fought it out and
we have had the votes and one side or
the other wins, and the President ei-
ther signs it or not. We have done this
on foreign policy issues and on all oth-
ers. But the one area that we have
tried to protect from partisan squab-
bles has been the area of the Federal
judiciary.

We know that whoever is President is
going to have the greatest influence of
all of us on who is going to be a Fed-
eral judge. President Reagan made it
very clear when he ran for President,
for example, who he would appoint as
Federal judges. A lot of these Federal
judges are not the men and women |
would have appointed from that circuit
or that district. But | voted for all of
them because they were honest people,
people of integrity, people of con-
fidence, and people | could look at and
say, although I might have disagreed
with their political background, I know
that, as a litigant, if | came before his
or her court, | could expect an honest
treatment.
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President Bush had other ideas who
should be there, as President Carter
and President Ford did. These are all
Presidents | have served with. Presi-
dent Clinton now has his ideas.

Now, the interesting thing, President
Ford was appointed, but these others,
in every election, at some point during
the campaign, it became an issue as to
who will this Presidential candidate
appoint to the Federal judiciary. And
the American people examined their
views and they elected President
Carter, President Reagan, President
Ford, and President Clinton.

A President should be given a great
deal of latitude on who he nominates
to the Federal court. If we disagree
with a nomination, then we can vote
against it. But, frankly, Mr. President,
not only does it damage the integrity
and the independence of the Federal ju-
diciary by just holding judicial nomi-
nations hostage where nobody ever
even votes on them, but | think it dam-
ages the integrity of the U.S. Senate.

I have said many times that the U.S.
Senate should be the conscience of the
Nation. On occasion, it has been. But it
does not reflect the conscience of a
great nation when we take a third and
independent branch of our Govern-
ment, a truly independent branch of
our Government, and try to whittle
away its independence and try to whit-
tle away its efficacy, and do it unwill-
ing to stand on the floor of the U.S.
Senate and vote one way or the other.

If President Clinton sends a nominee
to the Senate that any Senator—Demo-
crat or Republican—doesn’t like, vote
against him or her. That is your right
as a U.S. Senator. But don’t say, well,
they look like pretty good people, but
we can’t even allow a vote on their
nomination. And don’t say, if you are,
for example, in Texas, that it is ter-
rible that drug and illegal immigrant
cases are not being heard, what is the
court doing? People in Texas should
say, what is the U.S. Senate doing?
Why aren’t they acting? If you are a
civil litigant in the sixth circuit or
ninth circuit, or a number of others
that have emergency vacancies, and
you have one of your rights to be pro-
tected, what do you do? You say, why
aren’t those judges hearing these
cases? No. Say, why isn’t the U.S. Sen-
ate confirming people.

Mr. President, what is the parliamen-
tary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator should be advised that under the
previous order, at 12:30, the Senate was
to begin consideration of S. 903. Nei-
ther of the floor managers for that leg-
islation are present; therefore, a re-
quest to continue would be in order.

Mr. LEAHY. | thank the Chair. | ask
unanimous consent to continue for an-
other 10 minutes as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we live,
unfortunately, in a partisan time. |
have never seen either the U.S. Senate
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or the House of Representatives tied up
in such partisan knots. | find that it is
personally distressing to me. | have
enormous respect for the U.S. Senate
and enormous respect for the House of
Representatives.

I have felt it a great privilege to
serve with distinguished Republican
and Democrat leaders of both the
House and the Senate. | think I have
been a personal friend of nearly every
leader in the House and the Senate in
both parties. And | have considered
that as one of the great joys of serving
in the U.S. Senate. | can think of a
number of times | have joined with
Members of both parties to push dif-
ficult legislation through. The last
farm bill was an example when it was
completely tied up. Then it became the
Lugar-Leahy-Dole farm bill and passed
this Senate with the highest number of
votes which | believe a farm bill had
ever passed before. The next closest
one was probably the Lugar-Leahy
farm bill of 5 years before.

I am not suggesting that the two par-
ties hold hands on every issue by any
means. | don’t think that would serve
the country well. But there are certain
issues where we come together for the
country. We have done this on major
foreign policy issues. We have done it
at times when this country desperately
needed it. We did it recently on the
budget agreement.

Mr. President, each one of us should
search our souls and ask whether the
country is well served by the bitterness
that has gone on in some of the par-
tisanship, by the personal attacks
against each other and against the in-
stitution that we should be proud to
serve, or the attacks against the Presi-
dent that have become so personal.

We should ask ourselves if we benefit
this great Nation that we are privi-
leged to serve if we diminish and chip
away and even destroy some of the
independence of our Federal judiciary
because, if we do that, Mr. President,
some day we will no longer be here. No-
body holds a seat in the U.S. Senate.
The distinguished Presiding Officer
will leave sometime, and the Senator
from Vermont will leave the U.S. Sen-
ate sometime. All of us will.

But when we leave, we should look
back, and ask, ‘“What did we do here?
What mark in history did we leave?”’ If
we have left as our mark that we made
the Government better, that we made
the Senate better, that we made the
Congress better, that we protected the
institutions of our Government, that
we protected the people of our democ-
racy, then we can go home knowing
that we served our Nation well.

But we should ask ourselves, each
and every one, if we leave here and say
that as a result of our partisanship on
either side of the aisle that the Federal
judiciary was diminished—one of the
great institutions of this country, one
of the reasons we have remained a de-
mocracy, one of the things which guar-
anteed our diversity, which allows the
most powerful nation that history has
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ever known to be a democracy and not
a dictatorship—then we cannot feel
that we have served our Nation well.
We cannot feel that we can be proud of
our time in the U.S. Senate.

So | urge Senators to think about
this story. | realize that we are in a dif-
ferent time—and | am reminded that |
have spoken before on the floor of the
Senate about the experience my father
had in Vermont in 1937, 3 years before
I was born. Vermont was one of the
most Republican States back in 1936 in
the Roosevelt great landslide. Alf
Landon—the distinguished father of
our distinguished former colleague,
Senator Kassebaum—AIf Landon car-
ried two States: Maine and Vermont.

And the head of our largest insurance
company, the National Life Insurance
Co., basically the titular head of the
Republican Party, was standing next to
my father on State Street in Montpe-
lier, VT, as President Roosevelt was
making a visit to Vermont and went by
in an open car. The president of the Na-
tional Life Insurance Co. stood at at-
tention and took off his hat—all men
wore hats at that time—and he held it
over his heart as President Roosevelt’s
car went by. My dad said, “l can’t be-
lieve you took off your hat for Frank-
lin Roosevelt.”” He looked with arched
concern at my father and said, ‘‘How-
ard, | took off my hat for the President
of the United States, not for Franklin
Roosevelt.”

I have disagreed with Presidents of
both parties since | have been here. |
have agreed with President Ford,
President Carter, President Reagan,
President Bush, and President Clinton.
| have voted with each of these Presi-
dent’s on occasions. | have voted
against them on occasions. | felt it a
privilege to meet with them and argue
with them. | stated my position as
clearly as | could, but always respect-
fully because of the office that they
held—the same way those of us who
have been lawyers, who have practiced,
know the respect that we hold for the
courts that we enter. We all rise. We
say ‘“Your Honor,” and so forth. We
have done this not because we felt that
every judge that ever appeared before
us was the most brilliant person we
have ever known, but we have done it
because we know this is an institution
that must be protected for the sake of
our country. Our State courts must be
protected for the sake of our States be-
cause without an independent judici-
ary, then our system of government all
breaks down.

We looked, following the tragedy of
Oklahoma City, at the trial that has
just been completed, looked at a judge
who commanded the respect of that
courtroom. Both sides—the prosecution
and the defense—knew the judge who
ran that case. | contrast that to a case
of a year ago where a judge allowed the
case to just fall apart, and how much
that damaged our judicial system.
Then we go back to the Federal court
and see a judge who knows that both
sides will have their opportunity and
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their rights protected, and they will
try this case. The lawyers on both sides
knew and respected the Federal court.
They knew that this was a case that
would be handled under our judicial
system, even one involving one of the
most horrible acts, certainly the most
horrible domestic act of my lifetime,
and one of the most horrible domestic
acts of this Nation’s history. But be-
cause we can count on the Federal
court, the whole Nation could watch,
the whole Nation feeling the anguish
that we all felt that terrible day in
Oklahoma City. We could watch that
court and know that our system works,
that we could trust that system, be-
cause all of us—the distinguished Pre-
siding Officer, myself, and every one of
us who—have always protected the in-
tegrity of our courts.

Let us not do anything as Senators,
for whatever short-term political gain,
to tear apart the integrity of our
courts. Let us work together and call
on the distinguished majority leader,
and those who make the decision of
when these judges can come up, to
work with all of us, not as Democrats
nor as Republicans but as U.S. Sen-
ators, doing what is best for this Na-
tion, what is best for our judiciary,
what is best for our democracy, and
what is best for the independence of
our judiciary that has made us the
great Nation that we are.

Mr. President, | yield the floor. | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS REFORM AND
RESTRUCTURING ACT OF 1997

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of S. 903,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 903) to consolidate the foreign af-
fairs agencies of the United States, to au-
thorize appropriations for the Department of
State for the fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and
to provide for reform of the United Nations,
and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. HELMS. | thank the Chair.

Mr. President, the day and the time
have arrived. The pending business, as
the distinguished clerk has just indi-
cated, is the Foreign Affairs Reform
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and Restructuring Act of 1997, legisla-
tion which was reported from the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee this
past Thursday, June 12, by a vote of 14
to 4.

This legislation provides sweeping
and long overdue reforms in America’s
foreign affairs agencies. It also man-
dates tough reforms at the United Na-
tions.

As | have tried to emphasize from the
beginning, it has been my hope that
the effort to produce this legislation
would be a bipartisan one, dedicated to
reorganization and revitalization of
our foreign policy institutions. That is
what this legislation is, and that is
what has brought this bill to its
present pendency in the Senate. It has
been bipartisanship in the Senate, the
same kind of honest give and take that
led to some of the truly great decisions
by this Senate in years past and in past
decades.

There is no point now in rehashing
past difficulties or actions either by
the Senate or by the President of the
United States. The important point is
that this time around there has been a
remarkable degree of working to-
gether, of give and take, and a deter-
mination by almost everybody involved
that this time a piece of legislation
will be enacted by the Congress and
signed into law by the President of the
United States.

I would be remiss if | did not mention
the distinguished Secretary of State,
Madeleine Albright, who has made very
clear and voluntary public assurances
about this legislation. And that lady,
Mr. President, has as always stood by
her word.

While all of that is obviously person-
ally meaningful to me, it is no more so
than the splendid cooperation and gen-
uine interest of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware, the ranking mem-
ber of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, Senator BIDEN, who not only has
made clear his bipartisan support, he
has worked tirelessly to make sure
that he would be on this Senate floor
this afternoon to demonstrate his gen-
uine support for a bill which herein-
after should be and will be known as
the Helms-Biden Foreign Affairs Re-
form and Restructuring Act of 1997. |
suspect that Senator BIDEN is aware of
how grateful | am to him. He is an able
colleague for whom | have enormous
respect.

That said, Mr. President, both Presi-
dent Clinton and Secretary of State
Albright came forward with rec-
ommendations addressing many,
though not all, of my key concerns,
and in the ensuing months Senator
BIDEN and I, along with our respective
and competent staffs, devoted count-
less hours putting together this final
package which so overwhelmingly was
approved by the Foreign Relations
Committee this past Thursday.

None of us got everything we wanted,
but we worked together, and the legis-
lation before us today is a bipartisan
bill that will abolish two of those tem-
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porary Federal agencies that were cre-
ated a half-century ago—the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency and the
U.S. Information Agency. Moreover,
this bill will move some of the func-
tions of a third such ““‘temporary’ Fed-
eral agency known as the Agency for
International Development.  These
functions will move to a position with-
in the State Department under the di-
rect control and supervision of the Sec-
retary of State.

I must be candid. If I had my way,
and many other Senators feel precisely
the same way, the so-called Agency for
International Development would be
abolished entirely. But that is going to
take a little time. So, instead, this bill
is the first of many steps in a perhaps
lengthy process of reinventing the for-
eign affairs apparatus of the U.S. Gov-
ernment. But, have no doubt about it,
further reforms will happen a little fur-
ther down the legislative line in the
years ahead.

The ball has begun to roll. But, for
now, the pending legislation wipes
away the Agency for International De-
velopment’s often arrogant independ-
ence from the Department of State by
transferring many of the functions of
that independent 50-odd-year-old tem-
porary agency to the State Depart-
ment, and to assure that the allocation
of foreign aid will soon be controlled by
the Secretary of State, who will at
long last have policy control over our
foreign aid program.

I have thought many times, during
the lengthy hours that we have worked
on this particular piece of legislation,
of what Ronald Reagan once said about
temporary Federal agencies. He said,
“There is nothing so near eternal life
as a temporary Federal agency.” |
think the three agencies that we are
working on today are an illustration of
that.

In any event, the pending bill will
also contain U.N. reform benchmarks
that we have been negotiating with the
administration for the past 4 months. |
think it is fair to say that this bill rep-
resents the most comprehensive and
most far-reaching U.N. reform package
ever considered by this Congress. In-
deed, the Washington Post, which is no
fan of anybody who wants to reform
the United Nations—the Washington
Post referred to the plan before the
Senate today, and | quote the Washing-
ton Post, “* * * as one which would
mark the most fundamental shift in re-
lations between the United States and
the United Nations since the United
Nations was established after World
War I11.”’

Let’s look at a few details a little
more closely. Among other reforms,
the pending bill will require the United
Nations to reduce the amount of
money the American taxpayers are
now required to contribute to the Unit-
ed Nations, reduce it from the present
25 percent of the total operations cost
to 20 percent of the total U.N. operat-
ing costs. If you do not think that is
much, | will discuss that with you in
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just a minute. This reduction is going
to be in effect, by the way, no later
than fiscal year 2000. That one, single
reform, two or three lines in this bill,
had it been enacted 5 years ago, would
have saved the American taxpayers
more than $500 million. The bill looks a
little bit better as you talk about it
and examine it.

What else is in this bill? This bill re-
quires the United Nations to adopt a
real negative growth budget, one that
will eliminate at least 1,000 bureau-
cratic U.N. posts, so that the American
taxpayers in the future will pay a
smaller percentage of a smaller budget.

It will forbid future U.N. global con-
ferences, for example the Beijing wom-
en’s summit that caused such a stir in
this country and elsewhere, and the
Rio Earth summit, meaning that the
American taxpayers will never, never
again be forced to pay the exorbitant
costs of such boondoggles as those two
that | mentioned.

The pending bill will require the
United Nations to reimburse the Amer-
ican taxpayers for U.S. contributions
to U.N. peacekeeping operations. And
that means that the U.S. defense budg-
et will no longer be raided to support
U.N. experimentation with peacekeep-
ing operations.

Most important, this bill provides a
very significant aspect. It forbids re-
quiring the American taxpayers to fur-
nish the money to pay any so-called
U.N. arrearages unless and until the re-
quirements in this bill have been met
by the United Nations.

A lot of crabbing is going on about it,
and a lot of speculation about whether
they will like it or not up there. They
don’t like it. You know who doesn’t
care one whit whether they like it or
not? You are looking at him, Mr. Presi-
dent. My message to the United Na-
tions is simple but clear: No reform, no
American taxpayers’ money for arrear-
ages.

Last, and certainly not least, this
legislation imposes very strict and
very specific disciplines on spending
and authorizing funding for the Depart-
ment of State and other related agen-
cies.

Let me repeat for the purpose of em-
phasis. This legislation is bipartisan. It
does not contain everything that |
wanted. Senator BIDEN is a tough and
fair negotiator. Nor does it reflect ev-
erything that the other side—JOE
BIDEN and the Democrats—not every-
thing that they wanted is in here. But,
in the end, at the end of the day, as is
so often said these days, | believe it is
evident that the Foreign Relations
Committee is proposing important re-
forms that will be highly beneficial to
this country and to the American tax-
payers.

So | say again, it is truly a team ef-
fort by both sides, and | hasten to men-
tion that it would not have been pos-
sible without the extraordinary efforts
of the chairman of the International
Operations Subcommittee, Senator
RoD GRAMS, who devoted so many
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hours presiding over oversight hearings
on important aspects of this bill. Sen-
ator GRAMS worked with us every step
of the way in crafting the legislation
which | have just described in some de-
tail. Moreover, Senator GRAMS’ special
expertise, gained by his having served
as the U.S. Congressional Delegate to
the United Nations, has been enor-
mously helpful in the crafting of this
comprehensive U.N. reform proposal.
And then the committee has also
worked closely with Senator JubD
GREGG, the distinguished chairman of
the appropriations subcommittee
which has the responsibility, don’t you
know, for the Departments of Com-
merce, State, and Justice. Senator
GREGG’s support for this bill, this pend-
ing bill, sent a message to the adminis-
tration early on that the appropriators
as well as the authorizers of the U.S.
Senate would be standing together,
united in support of this pending bill.

Needless to say, | sincerely hope that
the spirit of bipartisanship will con-
tinue and that the Senate will expedi-
tiously complete action on it.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the staff of
the Foreign Relations Committee, both
majority and minority, be given the
privilege of the floor for the duration
of the Senate’s consideration of S. 903,
the pending legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Senator
BIDEN is on his way to the Senate floor.
While we await the arrival of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware, |
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of New Hampshire). The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President,
controlled time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). There is no controlled
time. The pending business is S. 903.

Mr. BIDEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, | rise today to speak
to the legislation before us. Today, the
Senate begins consideration of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, com-
prehensive legislation regarding the in-
stitutional structure of and the fund-
ing for America’s foreign policy. This
bill contains much more than the usual
2-year authorization and funding for
our foreign affairs agency which we at-
tempt to bring to the floor out of the
Foreign Relations Committee. It ad-
dresses two important issues which
were the focus of much-heated debate
in the last Congress.

Specifically, this bill provides for the
payment of U.S. back dues to the Unit-
ed Nations—I need not say a very con-

is there
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troversial and hotly debated subject in
this body—contingent, I might add, on
specific reforms in that body.

I note parenthetically that | spoke
on Friday with the Secretary General,
Kofi Annan, and he indicated to me
that it was his hope and expectation
that the Senate as a whole, that | in
particular and the chairman of the full
committee, Senator HELMS, would be
pleased with a number of the reforms
he has initiated consistent with what
he indicated he would do. Hopefully,
they will be acted upon by the General
Assembly this summer. But whether
they are or not, the back dues are con-
tingent upon specific reforms in that
body.

Additionally, the bill establishes a
framework for the reorganization of
U.S. foreign policy agencies, which is,
in my view, totally consistent with the
plan announced by the President of the
United States in April. The bill, Mr.
President, that we have before us is not
only complex and wide ranging, in that
it covers more than one specific sub-
ject, but it is also the product of what
| think most people would acknowledge
is a serious bipartisan effort on the
part of the chairman of the full com-
mittee, members of the subcommittee
in the majority, members of the sub-
committee in the minority, and me as
the ranking member of the committee
representing the Democratic position.
In addition to that, the administration
has been part of this lengthy and very
detailed negotiation for the past sev-
eral months.

Last Thursday, after a markup that
lasted less than 3 hours in the Foreign
Relations Committee, the Committee
on Foreign Relations voted overwhelm-
ingly, 14 to 4, to report this bill, with a
majority of the members on each side
of the aisle voting in favor of it. | am
grateful to the majority leader, Sen-
ator LOTT, and to the chairman of the
full committee, Senator HELMS, for
working together to bring this bill to
the floor so promptly. The bipartisan
cooperation on this bill thus far is a
testament to the commitment of both
the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, the Republican leadership,
along with the administration, to at-
tempt to construct what we all talk
about a lot but seldom occurs: a truly
bipartisan consensus on American for-
eign policy.

This bill is quite detailed, so with the
indulgence of my colleagues, | will
take, which is the norm around here
and the requirement, a few moments to
explain, as the Democratic manager of
the bill, what its major provisions are.

First, the bill contains the basic au-
thorization legislation for the Depart-
ment of State, or, put in everyday par-
lance, money, the money for running
the Department of State and our sug-
gestion, as all authorizers do, to the
appropriators as to how much money
we should be spending.

First, it contains the basic authoriza-
tion legislation for the Department of
State, the U.S. Information Agency,
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the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and the Peace Corps.

The funding levels in the bill closely
reflect that of the President’s budget.
The total amount authorized for fiscal
1998 is $6.1 billion, as compared to the
President’s request of $6.2 billion. In
fiscal year 1999, and this is a 2-year au-
thorization, the amount provided in
this bill is $5.9 billion. This modest re-
duction represents the reduction in the
international organization account
consistent with the administration’s
commitments. During debate on this
legislation, | will explain that in more
detail.

Within this framework, we have pro-
vided, first, full funding for the Depart-
ment of State’s core activities; that is,
the diplomatic and consular programs,
salaries and expenses, and protection
and maintenance of our embassies—full
funding. It provides 99 percent of the
funding for the U.S. Information Agen-
cy’s diplomatic programs; full funding
for our exchange programs, the Ful-
bright program and others; and full
funding for international broadcasting.
It provides full funding for the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy, a bi-
partisan operation that has had very
great success; full funding for the
Peace Corps and the Asia Foundation;
and $819 million over 3 years to pay our
U.N. arrears.

After several years of reductions in
spending for diplomatic readiness, | am
heartened we are restoring funds to the
international affairs account, particu-
larly to the core activities of the State
Department. Although the cold war has
ended, Mr. President, the need for
American leadership in world affairs
has not. Our diplomats often represent
the frontline of our national defense,
and with the downsizing of the U.S.
military presence overseas, the main-
tenance of a robust and effective diplo-
matic capability has become all the
more important, in my opinion, and in
the opinion of a vast majority of people
who study the issue.

Despite the reduction in our military
readiness abroad, the increased impor-
tance of diplomatic readiness to our
national security has not been re-
flected in recent Federal budgets. Ac-
cording to a study of the Congressional
Research Service prepared earlier this
year at my request, foreign policy
spending is now at its lowest level in 20
years. Stated in 1998 dollars, the budg-
et in the current fiscal year is $18.77
billion, which is 25 percent below the
annual average of $25 billion over the
past 2 decades, the past 20 years, and 30
percent below the level of 10 years ago,
which was very near the end of the
Reagan administration.

Mr. President, | emphasize, again,
that this is a lot of money, but out of
a $1.7 or almost $1.8 trillion budget and
in light of the fact we are the world’s
only superpower it is a small percent-
age. To continue to reduce our commit-
ment to foreign affairs at a time when
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we are necessarily reducing our mili-
tary activity abroad, our military pres-
ence abroad, seems to me to be coun-
terproductive. It seems to me that in
the former Soviet Union, the former
Soviet states, the newly independent
states, we should be having an in-
creased diplomatic presence there. We
should be opening consulates; we
should have a robust economic pres-
ence there; and yet, as a matter of fact,
we have been cutting back. This bill re-
verses that trend.

Let me put it another way. This halts
the trend of downward movement and
recognizes our need to engage the
world with diplomacy and our foreign
policy, not with our military.

So | am pleased that we are reversing
the hemorrhaging of funds away from
foreign policy, according to this bill.

Second, the bill provides a frame-
work for the reorganization of the for-
eign affairs agencies that is consistent
with the President’s announced plan on
April 18. The backdrop for this, I know
the Presiding Officer knows very well,
is that the world has changed dras-
tically. The world has changed dras-
tically, as we all discuss and talk
about, but we have not reorganized the
foreign policy establishment in our
country. We have not reorganized our
foreign policy apparatus.

Although it made a great deal of
sense, in my view, in the past years to
have, for example, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency separate and
apart from the State Department and
our Agency for International Develop-
ment separate and apart, and other de-
partments separate and apart, it seems
to me, and it seems to most observers,
including the administration, that it
no longer makes sense. Here the credit
must go to the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee. He has been con-
sistently advocating a major overhaul
of the State Department, as well as
these other agencies, in terms of con-
solidation.

I might add that there are provisions
in this legislation that, obviously, |
should have said at the outset that I
don’t like. There are provisions | would
like to change. For example, | think we
should be funding more money for the
United Nations, although 1 acknowl-
edge the amount we funded can get the
job done. | think we should be making
additional changes and giving greater
flexibility to AID than we do in this
legislation. The fact of the matter is,
this is a product of a compromise on
three major, major, major initiatives.
As a consequence of that, neither Sen-
ator HELMS nor | got all that we bar-
gained for in this. That is the nature of
compromise. So this has been a very
important element of this whole pack-
age for the chairman of the committee.

Like the President’s plan, the bill
that we bring to the floor today pro-
vides for integration of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency within
the State Department within 1 year
and ensures that the arms control
function is maintained in a position of
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prominence within the Department of
State.

When | went months ago to negotiate
or lay out how I would like to proceed
and was willing to proceed with the
chairman of the full committee, | indi-
cated to him that | would work in a bi-
partisan way to deal with the reorga-
nization, deal with the United Nations
and deal with the funding of the State
Department, assuming that he was not
using this reorganization and other
methods as merely a means for us to
withdraw from the world. He not only
indicated that it was not his objective,
he has followed through and has shown
it was not his objective, evidence the
fact that we essentially fully fund the
State Department for the next 2 years
and he has agreed to significant lati-
tude for the State Department in the
bill and its reorganization efforts, com-
pared to the bills he has introduced for
the last 2 years.

So, like the President’s plan, the bill
we bring to the floor today provides for
the integration of not only ACDA, but
also the U.S. Information Agency
[USIA], into the State Department. It
provides for a 2-year transition for that
to occur and creates a position of
Under Secretary of State for Public Di-
plomacy.

Again, | indicated that my concern
was that as we bring these specialized
agencies of significant consequence
into the State Department, where they
have never been before, that they be
brought in at a level commensurate
with their significance, that they not
be subsumed in the State Department
and essentially lose their visibility and
significance.

It seems to me, Mr. President, arms
control will be the single most impor-
tant element of American foreign pol-
icy over the next two decades. For it to
be taken out of its independent status
and subsumed into the State Depart-
ment would be a mistake. What we do
is we establish in this bill a position of
prominence for the person who heads
ACDA, as well as for USIA, and we cre-
ate the position of Under Secretary of
State for Public Diplomacy. There is
only one difference in that it inte-
grates the Office of Public Liaison and
Legislative Affairs into the State De-
partment within 1 year.

The reason for that is, we think,
quite simple. It is nothing complex. We
think it can be done quickly and that

it saves bureaucracy and it saves
money.
Additionally, this bill puts some

flesh on the bones of the President’s
plan with regard to international
broadcasting. The President’s plan was
virtually silent on this question, stat-
ing only that ‘‘the distinctiveness and
editorial integrity of the Voice of
America and the broadcasting agencies
would be preserved.”’

That is just what we have done here.

This bill just holds and protects that
principle by maintaining the existing
Government structure established by
Congress in 1994 consolidating all U.S.
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Government-sponsored broadcasting. |
might add, this was a money-saving ef-
fort led by the Senator from Wisconsin,
Senator FEINGOLD. He has succeeded,
at least in large part, in one of his ob-
jectives, which was to save the Amer-
ican taxpayers a great deal of money.
We have eliminated a bloated bureauc-
racy. We have consolidated services, we
have consolidated technical capability,
and we have preserved the integrity of
the radios.

By radios | mean Radio Free Europe/
Radio Liberty—the things that Lech
Walesa said helped bring down the Ber-
lin Wall more than anything else. We
established Radio Free Asia and Radio
Marti and TV Marti relating to Cuba.
All of these maintain their journalistic
integrity because of their editorial in-
tegrity.

So we have done, | believe, what the
administration indicated it wished to
do; that is, maintain the distinctive-
ness and editorial integrity of these ra-
dios as well as the Voice of America.
This bill upholds and protects that
principle.

As | said, what we have done is con-
solidated from 1994 all the U.S. Govern-
ment-sponsored broadcasting, that is
Voice of America, Radio and TV Marti,
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty,
Radio Free Asia, and Worldnet TV,
under the supervision of one oversight
board known as the Broadcasting
Board of Governors. That has been
done.

Importantly, however, the board and
the broadcasters below them will not
be merged into the Department of
State where their journalistic integrity
would be questioned and greatly at
risk. The radios will, however, con-
tinue to play an important role in ad-
vancing U.S. foreign policy objectives.

The board will have what I call a dot-
ted line relationship with the State De-
partment in that the new Undersecre-
tary of State for Public Diplomacy, the
same function now performed by the
Director of USIA, will have a seat on
the board. Additionally, the Secretary
of State will provide foreign policy
guidance to the board and will be con-
sulted about additions or deletions of
language services currently performed
by the radios.

Like the President’s plan, the bill
maintains the Agency for International
Development, that is AID, as a sepa-
rate agency, but provides for its partial
integration into the State Department.

This has been the most controversial
part of all of this, I might say, Mr.
President. There is a constituency that
has a very solid case to be made—I
think a very strong case to be made—
suggesting that the expertise buildup
by AID, headed now by Brian Atwood,
and by many other distinguished per-
sons before him, is unique in that it is
the outfit that literally goes out and
provides for digging the wells, bringing
the water, and bringing the new
projects to those areas that need the
help.

Itp was very important that we not
take that expertise and merge it into
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the State Department, get it lost with
every other GS-15 or 17 or 12 and lose
the distinctive nature of those experi-
ences. There is a difference between
those who do foreign policy and those
who dig wells. It is this distinctive na-
ture—the ability to produce and deliver
services—that says we, the United
States of America, through our aid pro-
gram, are going to assist populations
in need.

But it has been, | think, a legitimate
concern, in light of the new world we
now face, that there be more policy
sway on the part of the person dealing
with the foreign policy of America—the
Secretary of State. We have tried to
accommodate that, Mr. President. Just
as the President announced, the AID
administrator will be placed under the
direct authority of the Secretary of
State and, consistent with the plan’s
objectives of improving coordination
between the regional bureaus at State
and AID, the Secretary of State will
have authority to coordinate this aid
policy.

This is causing a bit of a flap,
though. This has been the single big-
gest thing that, to the average Amer-
ican and | suspect the average Senator,
sounds merely like a giant bureau-
cratic snafu in that somebody’s turf is
being stepped on and somebody else’s
turf is not being accommodated, et
cetera. It is more than that. It is more
serious than that. But | suspect we
have not heard the end of what we at-
tempted to do in this legislation.

The concept of aid coordinators, that
is, having aid coordinated by the State
Department, is not new in this legisla-
tion. Since the early 1990’s, the State
Department has had such coordinators
that have supervised the aid programs
in Eastern Europe and the former So-
viet Union.

Under the leadership of President
Bush and, prior to that, under the lead-
ership of the Democratically controlled
Foreign Relations Committee, we first
had a thing called the SEED program
and then the President expanded that,
President Bush expanded it into the
Freedom Support Act. That aid pro-
gram involved deciding how much aid
would go to the Ukraine, how much aid
would go to Russia, et cetera. And we
set up a special coordinator within the
State Department to do that.

So this is not a new notion we are ap-
plying here. This legislation, quite
frankly, is modeled on that concept.
Indeed, the language we use here is
borrowed directly from the Freedom
Support Act. But nonetheless we are
going to hear more about this because
some of my colleagues, on both sides of
the aisle, have very, very strong views
about this. | suspect we will be debat-
ing this aspect of the reorganization
more than any other.

Two other issues bear emphasis and
belie any charge that we are micro-
managing the reorganization of the
State Department.

First, unlike the bill reported by this
committee in the last Congress, this
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reorganization bill does not—and |
thank the chairman for doing this be-
cause it is one of the major disagree-
ments he and | had—this bill does not,
as the last bill introduced in the Con-
gress did, mandate specific reductions
in budget or personnel. Instead, it re-
quires only a periodic report on savings
that are achieved.

Second, the committee has provided
no directives—none—on the promised
reinvention of the State Department
itself.

Let me be clear about this. The
President’s plan stated that a central
element in the plan would be an “in-
tensified, comprehensive internal re-
form program at State.” In other
words, the reorganization of State by
itself.

Again, for my colleagues listening to
this, there are basically three pieces to
this reorganization. One is you have
the State Department sitting here and
then you have these very important
agencies, USIA, AID—I think those are
the acronyms —U.S. Information Agen-
cy, the Administration for Inter-
national Development and the Arms
Control Disarmament Agency.

For historical reasons, they had all
been, if you will, satellite agencies out-
side the direct, immediate control of
the State Department, although all re-
lated to the State Department. That is
one big piece. What do you do about
that matrix?

There is a second big piece here. The
second big piece is, within the State
Department, how many Undersecretar-
ies of State do you have? How many
Assistant Secretaries of State? What
do you do in terms of how they relate
to one another? How many personnel
should be in the field and not in the
field? How many consulates should you
have and not have? These are all very
important decisions.

That is part of this $6.1 billion we are
giving them to run this year and $5.9
billion in the second year of this 2-year
authorization. We do not fool with
that. We do not micromanage that. We
respond to the concerns of the last ad-
ministration and this administration.
We say, ‘“‘Look, you present us with a
plan. You come up and you go ahead
and reorganize that. We’re giving you
authority to go out and do it. You do
it.”

We are not micromanaging, but we
are going to deal with this big, con-
troversial subject that has been sort of
rattling around for the last decade. We
are going to take AID, ACDA, and
USIA, and we are going to merge them
in varying degrees into the State De-
partment.

There are those who are going to
come out on the floor and say that
Senator HELMS and | are into micro-
managing the State Department’s day-
to-day activities. That is simply not
true. That is not what we are doing.
But we are tackling the one issue no
administration has really been able to
successfully deal with. And that is,
what do you do about these three very
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important agencies that have very im-
portant constituencies and very impor-
tant functions? We are taking them—
they have been out there by themselves
now for a number of years, with good
reason—and we are merging them, in
light of this changed world, into the
State Department. We are doing that.
We are doing that, in my opinion, for
several reasons.

I will tell you my motivation for
doing it. First, internally handled, 1|
am not sure how it would ever get set-
tled in the administration. The con-
stituencies are significant. The bu-
reaucracies are real. They are impor-
tant. Second, | worried that if we were
essentially just going to use this as an
excuse to eliminate their functions, we
would be doing a great disservice to the
Nation. Senator HELMS agreed. Senator
HELMS said, let us bring them into, in
commensurate positions of responsibil-
ity and authority, the State Depart-
ment. So we are doing that. But even
within that, we leave a great deal of
flexibility for the Secretary of State
and the President of the United States.

Mr. President, | believe | speak for
the chairman when | express my hope
that the type of reform effort that the
President has indicated he wishes to
undertake—that is the actual reorga-
nization of the State Department it-
self, which we do not do—my sincere
hope that he will in fact vigorously
pursue the long overdue internal man-
agement reform needed because the
State Department’s problems could be
compounded by the absorption of two
new agencies unless reforms are made.

So the irony here is, Mr. President,
we are subsuming these organizations
into the State Department, and now it
is real important that the internal
management and reforms within the
State Department take place because,
if there is difficulty in terms of organi-
zational structures at State now, they
are going to be compounded by bring-
ing in these additional agencies.

We leave all of the aid personnel out-
side here. We take policy and we put it
in, but the personnel, the people who
actually go out and make sure the
water goes to the village, their unique
capability stays out here as an inde-
pendent agency.

So the point is that we are giving the
State Department and the President
ample opportunity to do what they say
they needed. And I believe the adminis-
tration—the administration; Freudian
slip—my administration, in effect, on
the floor that | have to deal with is the
majority party. The majority party,
led by Senator HELMS, has given a
great deal more flexibility than they
intended to give for the administration
to be able to do that. Obviously, the
administration would prefer, as a mat-
ter of principle, passage of legislation
that delegates broad authority to the
President to reorganize the whole
shooting match.

Well, in a perfect world | would pre-
fer that as well. The truth of the mat-
ter is, it is not a perfect world. My
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team does not control this place. The
other team controls this place. They
have very different views. And | think
we have worked out, in light of that, a
very, very important compromise that
is consistent with the overall objective
the President has stated.

But under the administration’s ap-
proach, which is basically just dele-
gate, the only moment for congres-
sional action would be a resolution of
disapproval of a plan. What the admin-
istration wanted, and if 1 could have
waved a wand—put it another way; if |
had 51 votes—| might attempt to ac-
commodate their wish.

But what the administration wanted
was that they send a plan to us when
they have the opportunity to go
through it and vet it. They will say,
“This is our reorganization plan, in-
cluding the whole shooting works.
Now, you, the Congress, either approve
or disapprove it.”” You can only—ex-
cuse me, you have to disapprove it. If
you do not disapprove it, then it be-
comes law; it is changed. If you dis-
approve it, it has the benefit, if you are
a President, of allowing you to get
your plan passed with only one-third of
the Congress plus one voting for it, be-
cause we can come along and get 51
votes and say, ‘“No; we don’t like the
plan you submitted,”” and disapprove
it. The President then vetoes our dis-
approval of his plan. Now we have to
override his veto. So we come back up
here and we have to find a supermajor-
ity if we do not like the plan.

So it is not something Congress
would usually buy on to, any more
than administrations like to buy on to
giving up any prerogative, and one of
their prerogatives is to reorganize the
executive branch. They do not like the
fact that we are doing part of that for
them, which is understandable. If 1
were President, | would feel the same
way, or if | were the Secretary of
State, | would feel the same way. Con-
versely, Congresses are not real crazy
about offers made to them that allow
Presidents essentially to control the
agenda, control the outcome by only
getting one-third of the Congress plus
one person to vote with them.

So here we are. | now am joining the
chairman of the full committee in pre-
ferring that Congress should place its
positive stamp on the President’s plan
rather than having the chance only to
give a stamp of disapproval and to be
overridden by one-third plus one.

In general terms, the committee’s ap-
proach does not provide any less flexi-
bility to reorganize. To be sure, the
committee locks in the date for ulti-
mate integration of the two agencies in
question. And we are only fully inte-
grating two agencies, USIA and ACDA.
And it speeds up the partial integra-
tion of AID into State.

Within those broad outlines the ad-
ministration has considerable flexibil-
ity to implement the thousands of deci-
sions required under reorganization.
Ultimately, Mr. President, the admin-
istration will have to return to the
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Congress for certain authorities to
carry out the complicated integration
of two large agencies into the State
Department. However, | would be sur-
prised if the administration contends
that this requirement to return to Con-
gress is unduly burdensome.

I hope the administration will work
with the committee on this procedure.
If the administration is committed to
the reorganization outlined by the
President’s April 18 statement, as | be-
lieve it is, then it should have no trou-
ble implementing the Ilegislative
framework laid down in this bill.

Finally, Mr. President, the bill pro-
vides for the payment of U.S. arrear-
ages to the United Nations. Now, in my
almost 25 years of being a U.S. Sen-
ator, there is little that generates as
much enthusiasm for debate than when
we talk about paying arrearages to the
United Nations. Maybe when we talk
about the question of abortion more
vigor is displayed on this floor, but
only abortion and a few other issues
raise the combative instincts of my
colleagues more than paying back U.S.
arrearages.

Now, the proposal contained in our
bill, this bipartisan proposal, led by my
friend from North Carolina, | believe
will serve three important purposes.
One, it should finally end the long fes-
tering feud between the United Nations
and Washington about our unpaid dues.
Second, it should bring much needed
reform to the world’s body so that it
can more efficiently perform its mis-
sions, missions which we acknowledge
in this legislation that we support.
Third, it should, |1 hope, restore some of
the bipartisan support in Congress for
the U.N.’s system, support that has ex-
isted for most of the U.N.’s 50-year his-
tory.

The agreement before the Senate will
allow us to pay $819 million in arrears
to the United Nations over a 3-year pe-
riod contingent upon the United Na-
tions achieving specific benchmarks, to
borrow Chairman HELMS’ expression.

Now, the payments are broken down
as follows: In year 1, we will pay $100
million. I might add, even if we wanted
to pay more, the budget agreement we
passed does not accommodate us pay-
ing any more than that, so even if we
wanted to pay all the rest, the Con-
gress and the President have limited us
to what we can pay under that budget
agreement. Now, in year 2—and this
was a significant compromise, and he is
on the floor, and I want to publicly
thank him for accommodating my re-
guest on this—in year 2, we pay $475
million, assuming the benchmarks are
met. In year 3, we will repay the re-
maining $244 million.

The significant feature of this pay-
ment scheme is that it will allow the
administration to pay off virtually all
our arrears in the first 2 years for the
two most important accounts, which
are the regular and peacekeeping budg-
ets. With these two accounts current,
our diplomats will have the leverage
they need to push through the tough
reforms that are needed.
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Let me mention a few of the particu-
larly noteworthy benchmarks, again
using the chairman’s term. The plan
calls for a two-stage reduction in our
regular U.N. assessment rate from 25
percent to 20 percent. Now, | have been
criticized a great deal for going along
with this, as my friend from North
Carolina, | suspect, has been criticized
for going along with paying the ar-
rears. | am told, ““JOE, as a supporter of
the United Nations how can you pos-
sibly insist that the U.S. portion of the
United Nation’s regular dues be re-
duced from 25 percent to 20 percent?”’
And | say | would rather just pay our
arrears and then negotiate that. But on
the issue of what should we pay, Mr.
President, | would respectfully suggest
that if the meeting in San Francisco
organizing the U.N. were today rather
than 50 years ago, we would not be sit-
ting down with economic giants like
Japan and the European countries and
others and saying, “By the way, we
should pay 25 percent.”

I argue it made sense after World
War Il when we were the only economic
power left standing in the world. We
are not the only economic power left
standing in the world. 1 want to pay
our fair share. | do want to carry our
burden. But | am hard pressed to see
why | am doing such a terrible thing,
siding with the chairman, saying our
numbers should get down to 20 percent
from 25 percent.

As | said, I challenge anyone to tell
me why you think there would be a
consensus in the world that we should
pay 25 percent if we were starting from
day one. Now, agreed, admittedly, the
chairman and | do not agree on how we
should go about this. | would like to
pay the arrears, not make it condi-
tional and negotiate our dues because
this is a little bit heavy handed, but |
am a realist. Politics in the best sense
of the word is the art of the practical.
We have to get 51 votes to get this
thing moving. The chairman and | have
to make compromises. He has come a
long way. | am willing to go a long way
because | think this meets the most
important requirement.

I hear people telling me now, and I
see my friends on the floor, saying,
“JoE, this is great. You worked out
this compromise with Senator HELMS,
but if you got him to compromise this
much, if you were just a little tougher
you would have gotten a billion 300
million for U.N. arrears.” First, they
do not know my friend like | do. We
have worked together for almost 25
years. We came here at the same time.
Second, it is amazing how people in
hindsight say, ‘‘Hey, this is great, this
is great. We are moving along in the
right direction.”” This is the end of the
road, this direction.

As | told the chairman, he came up
to that $819 million, and the adminis-
tration says they can get the job done
with that—it is a bottom-line number
with me. If we go to conference and the
House cuts that number, I am not vot-
ing for this. And the chairman did not
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like going up that high but he is sure
going no higher, unless | misread him.
So people say, “Well, JoE, you are forc-
ing the United Nations to make these
decisions. It is not fair.”” Well, | remind
them, can the United Nations take an-
other year, can we handle another year
of nonpayment without doing perma-
nent damage or additional damage to
our status within that agency, which |
think is an important agency? Every-
body tells me it is important this get
done. | asked those folks who now are
saying this is not enough, | asked
them, you figure out how to get 51
votes for something more than that,
and if you do not get 51 votes and this
carries over for another year, what
damage have we done? If damage would
be done by not paying the disputed
amount between $819 million and what
others say we owe, if damage would be
done by that, how much damage would
be done if this thing goes over another
year? | respectfully suggest, a lot more
damage by not acting. And, by the way,
I have had this conversation with the
President of the General Assembly and
with the Secretary-General of the
United Nations. They both want action
now because they say what our fellow
nations in the United Nations are won-
dering, are we ever going to pay? Do we
think we have an obligation? This, at a
minimum, establishes that. It is very
important, very important.

We may have a slight disagreement,
my friend from North Carolina and me,
but | see the United Nations as a valu-
able tool. I do not want to be sending
U.S. troops everywhere in the world
where there is a need for international
action, where there is a need for the
world to respond so it does not blow
out of control. | do not want to do that.
The United Nations can be and is a
very valuable adjunct and tool. | do not
want to see it come apart. To me, this
is the single best way to meet our for-
eign policy needs now. It is important
we act now.

Let me mention a few of the particu-
lar noteworthy benchmarks beyond
moving from 25 to 20 percent. The plan
also requires that the United Nations
make a commitment that the United
States be reimbursed for support we
provided for the peacekeeping oper-
ations, something that is very impor-
tant to the chairman. Some of my col-
leagues, all of whom 1 respect, will
come to the floor and say, “Well, you
know, JoE, look at what our share of
the world’s resources are and look at
what our share of the world’s economy
is and look at what our share of our in-
volvement in the United Nations is,
and it really should be 25 percent.” |
say, does the rest of the world take
into consideration the billions of dol-
lars American taxpayers are paying to
keep peace in the world? How about
Korea? How about Japan? How much do
they pay? How about the billions of
dollars we have committed in Bosnia?
How about the billions of dollars we
have committed around the world?
Now, | am not asking the United Na-
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tions to credit us for that. | do not
know how they would calculate that. |
am asking them to recognize it.

I am asking, by us coming up with
these arrearages, to stop the bashing,
to stop the U.S. bashing, as well as,
hopefully, to stop the U.N. bashing.
This is a time for us to take advantage
of the institutions in the best sense of
the word that exist to maintain world
peace without our having to be the
world cop.

In addition, the plan calls for a num-
ber of budgetary and oversight reforms
that promise to improve the efficiency
both at the U.N. Secretariat and in its
largest specialized agencies.

I say again to my friend who is on
the floor, he may have been off the
floor earlier, | spoke with Kofi Annan
on Friday. | suspect the Senator may
have, as well. He indicated he appre-
ciated our efforts. Obviously, he would
like more. He said something interest-
ing. He said that he was hopeful that
you, Mr. Chairman, and | would be
pleased with the reforms he has al-
ready suggested and that he hopes the
United Nations will act upon this year
prior to—prior to—commitments man-
dated by us in these benchmarks. He
did not get specific about each, but I
am sure, knowing him as | do, he is
committed to reasonable reform just
like every other major business in the
world is reforming and every major
governmental institution is reforming
and streamlining. | believe that it is
the intention of the Secretary-General
to do the same thing. The end result
will be to increase the efficacy of the
United Nations and the fairness of
those nations that contribute to its
function.

There are many of my colleagues
that will look at the list that | men-
tioned here today and wonder why such
detailed restrictions are attached to
the payment of this money. In an ideal
world, as | indicated in committee, |
indicated to the chairman, and | indi-
cate now, | would prefer far fewer re-
strictions. | support the United Na-
tions with all its flaws because | be-
lieve, more often than not, it advances
our national interests by providing a
forum for combating problems that no
single nation can address on its own, or
at least no single nation can efficiently
address on its own. We should not have
to be the nation to address problems
solely on our own. Placing conditions
on U.S. payment is not unprecedented.
Congressional pressure has often been
an important catalyst for change in
New York.

For example, were it not for the ef-
forts of our former colleague, Nancy
Kassebaum—and everybody thinks of
Nancy Kassebaum as a supporter of the
United Nations and looks to Senator
HELMS as the person who stopped all
these payments to the United Nations,
Senator Nancy Kassebaum, now Nancy
Kassebaum Baker, when she was a
leader on this floor—her efforts re-
quired that the U.N. system would have
to adopt a consensus-based budgeting
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process. Were it not for her efforts,
that would not have occurred. Were it
not for the initiative of Congress in
1994, then under Democratic control, in
fairness to the chairman, there would
be no inspector general at the United
Nations. That was a condition we
placed. That was a Democratically-
controlled Senate, that was a Demo-
cratically-controlled committee.

So this notion of benchmarks is not
an unprecedented notion. What is un-
precedented is the Senator from North
Carolina saying, “‘lI will sign on to pay
our arrearages.”” That is the unprece-
dented part, from my standpoint, and
the benchmarks that he has insisted
upon, I cannot look him in the eye and
say that they are not reasonable. |
would prefer not to have them, but
they are not unreasonable. | would pre-
fer to do it another way, but they are
not unreasonable, and consequently |
am supporting him because this is all
part of an overall agreement to deal
with the entire foreign policy of the
United States of America.

Mr. President, the achievements |
mentioned earlier, the inspector gen-
eral and others, were reasonable condi-
tions. So, too, are those contained in
the Senate bill now before the Senate.

The original plan offered by the ma-
jority, in my view, did not meet the
same standard, but as a result of good
faith negotiations with the majority,
we now have a set of conditions, which
the administration, including our Am-
bassador to the United Nations, our
former colleague and now Ambassador
Bill Richardson, believes are achiev-
able.

Mr. President, | am often asked what
it takes to be a U.S. Senator, and | say
it takes two very important things:
One, you have to be an optimist. If you
are not, you are in the wrong business.
It is not the place to be. The second
thing it requires, | think, is that you
be a pragmatist, because we have to
achieve a consensus in this body. We
represent over 250 million people with
very different views. We represent very
different constituencies and very dif-
ferent ideologies. Pragmatically, we
have to get to the point where we get
51 votes.

I recognize that no plan to pay our
U.N. arrearages can get through a Re-
publican-controlled Congress without
some of the conditions that are on
here. Again, | think the ones that re-
main are not unreasonable. | believe it
is important to get this issue behind us
and move toward a bipartisan foreign
policy. This legislation should contrib-
ute considerably to straightening out
our relations with the United Nations.

For those colleagues on my side of
the aisle who remain unconvinced, let
me state clearly that the administra-
tion was involved every step of the way
in the U.N. negotiations, and it has
signed off on every element of this U.N.
package and supports the proposal as
the best deal that can be achieved, be-
cause they believe, as | do, that we
must put this behind us. So | don’t
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want to hear that the chairman did
this by fiat, or the chairman—which he
is capable of doing—got the ranking
member in and convinced him, or has
mesmerized him into changing his
view. That is not true—possible, but
not true. That is not what happened.
The administration was either in the
room or informed of everything we
have done on this point. They, like me,
believe that this is the best we can get
and that it can get the job done.

Now, | say to some of my colleagues,
very bluntly—I will state it on the
record—they say that they think the
administration is wrong as well. Well,
look, | have to sign on with some team
here, you know. They are the ones run-
ning the show. They are the ones with
the expertise. They know a lot more
about what is needed to satisfy the 150
some nations of the United Nations. |
take their word for it and | believe
they are correct—substantively cor-
rect—that it can be done. The adminis-
tration doesn’t love this; | don’t love
it; the chairman doesn’t love it. But
that’s what this legislation is about.
That is why we have a Congress. That
is how it is supposed to work to arrive
at a consensus.

Let me conclude by saying, Mr.
President, that | have been here a long
time. | have worked on a lot of big
bills. I have been, like the chairman of
the committee, in the majority and the
minority. | like one better than the
other. | have been both places, and I
have been in both places twice. As |
said, | have had the responsibility on
my side of the aisle of shepherding
through some very comprehensive leg-
islation, not the least of which was the
crime bill. But | think if the chairman
of the committee and | stood here in
January, the first week we were in ses-
sion, and said that JeEsse HELMsS of
North Carolina and Joe BIDEN of Dela-
ware are going to sit down in a room
over the next 5 or 6 months and work
out an entire package on how to deal
with all this—when is the last time we
passed an authorization? It was in 1994.
That was the last time we passed any
legislation to pay arrearages. It was
the last time we got any consensus on
how to reorganize. Well, we have done
that. We both may be wrong, but we
have done it.

We have brought to the floor a com-
prehensive package. So that | don’t
confuse anybody, the most important
thing to me is, first of all, to maintain
my principle, and, second, to maintain
the commitments | make. There are
going to be amendments on this floor
that | would like to vote for. For exam-
ple, my friend from Indiana, Senator
LUGAR, one of the most informed men
in the United States of America on for-
eign policy, believes, as | do, that we
should dedicate more than $819 million
toward paying our arrearages. As a
matter of fact, | am the guy who called
him when | thought my friend from
North Carolina and | could not work
out an agreement, and said, ““If | intro-
duce an amendment to raise the arrear-
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ages, will you vote for me in commit-
tee?”” But then the chairman came
along and said, “‘I will agree.”” | ended
up voting against my friend from Indi-
ana in the committee to raise the num-
ber higher. | did that because |1 made a
commitment.

This is an overall package, all of this.
It is not fair for me to say to the rank-
ing member or to the chairman, who
has made significant concessions from
his former positions, | want to take
this one piece out of the overall agree-
ment and still keep the agreement, any
more than it would be fair for him to
go into a committee and vote to reduce
the number from $819 million to $600
million. He will not do that to me, and
I will not do that to him. This is not a
matter of us making a personal deal.
This is meeting the commitment given
to us by the Senate: Can we put to-
gether a bipartisan consensus on this?

I want to announce to everybody that
I am probably going to be casting votes
here, and | will state why at the time—
they may say, ‘““How can BIDEN vote
that way?”’ If it stood all by itself, |
probably would not vote that way. But
I believe the package we brought for
the Senate’s consideration is serious,
balanced, important to the foreign pol-
icy of this Nation, and workable. I will
stick with it. It is not a perfect bill.
Like any document that is the result of
negotiations between two opposing par-
ties, it represents compromise and it
contains some elements that neither of
us like. But it represents, in my judg-
ment, an incredibly constructive com-
promise. | urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mr. President, unless my friend from
North Carolina wishes to take the
floor, | have nothing further to say.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, |1 ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | shall
not devote a lot of time to expressing
my appreciation to Senator BIDEN. He
knows how | feel. Beginning in Janu-
ary, he is correct, | wasn’t sure that we
would work this out. He is a fair man,
and | try to be. As | look back on it, it
was an inspiring experience for me. |
thank him, and | hope we can expedite
the proceedings from now on.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the bill is
open for amendment. This is a good
time for Senators who have amend-
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ments—and | hope only a few, if any,
do, but | expect there will be some—
this would be a good time for them to
come over. We will accord them as
much time as they need. But | say with
all the earnestness that | have, it
would be helpful if Senators will come
and offer their amendments because
the bill is open to amendment at this
time.

I thank the Chair, and | suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 15
minutes as if in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The

FIGHTING JUVENILE CRIME

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we are
facing a crisis in juvenile crime in
America. At no time in our Nation’s
history have we experienced such se-
vere and pervasive juvenile violence.

The statistics tell a frightening
story. From 1983 to 1992—in just 9
years—juvenile arrests for violent
crimes increased 57 percent. Specifi-
cally, juvenile arrests for aggravated
assaults increased 95 percent while ju-
venile arrests for murder rose 128 per-
cent. To put it in more concrete terms,
over 2 million juveniles are arrested
each year, many for violent crimes. In
1995 alone, teenagers committed almost
4,000 murders. Sadly, the worst is yet
to come.

A huge demographic explosion will
occur early next century. By 2006 the
teenage population will top 30 million,
the most in 30 years. Respected crimi-
nologists, such as James Q. Wilson and
Marvin Wolfgang, agree that this de-
mographic bulge could have a disas-
trous effect because of the large in-
crease in young males in their crime-
prone years. The number of juveniles
will increase 31 percent by the year
2010. Experts predict this increase, par-
ticularly in young males, will mean at
least 3,000 more murderers, rapists, and
muggers on the streets than exist
today. A U.S. Department of Justice
report confirms these dire predictions.
The Justice report estimates that by
the year 2010 juvenile arrests for vio-
lent crime will more than double.

So today | want to discuss how we
can help the States fight juvenile
crime. As chairman of the Youth Vio-
lence Subcommittee of the U.S. Senate
Judiciary Committee, | am greatly in-
terested in crafting a bipartisan juve-
nile justice bill. But before we begin,
let’s face the facts.

The Federal Government has only a
limited role in fighting juvenile crime.
Ninety-nine percent of all juvenile
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cases are tried in State courts. | be-
lieve that S. 10 is a great bill because
its primary focus is aimed at helping
the States fight juvenile crime.

So today there are three main provi-
sions of S. 10 that I would like to talk
about and to highlight, and which I
think we ought to consider: drug test-
ing, the expansion of juvenile detention
facilities, and recordkeeping.

S. 10—the Hatch-Sessions bill—deals
with these important problems in an
effective way. First, let’s talk about
drug testing. S. 10 provides the States
block grants to fight juvenile crime.
One of the requirements to receive the
block grants is that States make rea-
sonable efforts to drug test all juve-
niles arrested for a felony. There is no
provision in S. 10 more important, in
my opinion, than drug testing.

Drug testing is one of the most im-
portant diagnostic and rehabilitative
tools available in fighting crime. Mr.
Eric Holder, President Clinton’s nomi-
nee for Deputy Attorney General, who
testified just last week before the Judi-
ciary Committee, stated that drug
testing provided vital information for
dealing with juveniles who have been
arrested, and that when he served as a
Federal judge he tested all arrestees.

Drug testing is so important because
it allows authorities to identify a drug
problem before the juvenile becomes
hopelessly addicted. It tells the parents
what may have driven this young per-
son to become involved in crime. It
helps the judge to craft an appropriate
sentence and appropriate police condi-
tions. It helps the probation officer
conduct appropriate supervision of
these young offenders. However, many
have raised a concern about the cost of
drug testing requirements in S. 10.
There is great bipartisan support for
drug testing. The only question raised
is whether or not it is too expensive. It
is not. For example, a typical price
charged by a commercial laboratory
for a single drug test for cocaine and
marijuana is $5.75. Moreover, volume
purchases of drug testing equipment
can reduce that price to even less than
$5. Both of these figures have been veri-
fied by official price quotes from com-
mercial laboratories.

S. 10 provides $75 million to the
States to implement this drug testing
provision. If the roughly 900,000 juve-
niles arrested last year for FBI indexed
felonies were tested at $6 a test, it
would cost approximately $5.4 million.
It should be noted that most States al-
ready test arrestees to some extent.
Therefore, the cost will be reduced sig-
nificantly.

Obviously, S. 10 provides more than
ample resources, not only for an initial
test but for supervision followup tests
as well. That is important. When a
young person is released from prison,
followup tests should be conducted,
particularly if he has drug tendencies.
A followup test can tell whether or not
that child is back into an unhealthy
lifestyle and headed for criminal trou-
ble and additional time.
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Another important matter is juvenile
recordkeeping. Juvenile recordkeeping
in America is a travesty. Most judges—
whether in adult court or juvenile
court—do not have access to a defend-
ant’s juvenile record because those
records are either sealed or are not
shared with other jurisdictions within
the law enforcement community. S. 10
greatly improves juvenile record-
keeping without overstepping the Fed-
eral Government’s role in juvenile
crime, and without great expense. One
of the few requirements in this bill is
that the States make reasonable ef-
forts to record, collect, and dissemi-
nate juvenile criminal records for the
FBIl just like they do for all adult
cases.

In order to ease the burden on the
States, we provide funds to help them
upgrade their juvenile justice record
system. We have estimates from orga-
nizations that specialize in record-
keeping that State juvenile records can
be updated and sent to the FBI for
roughly $50 million.

I believe S. 10 provides the States
with more than sufficient resources to
accomplish this goal. And please note
that this bill in no way mandates the
States to open their cases. Each State
will make its own decision. It simply
says that the law enforcement commu-
nity, through the National Crime In-
formation Center computer system,
will have arrests and convictions for
serious felonies by juveniles. Those
records are only available for law en-
forcement and judicial purposes.

The following is a true story that il-
lustrates the problem we are talking
about. A 15-year-old was arrested and
pled guilty to armed robbery. Pre-
viously, he had been arrested several
times for violent crimes in a different
State. Unfortunately, the presiding
judge did not have access to these prior
arrest records because they were not
part of the National Crime Information
Center computer system.

Despite the fact that he had pled
guilty to a violent crime, the judge de-
cided to release him after being as-
sured that he would be going into a res-
idential facility. Soon after that young
offender was released, he shot and par-
alyzed a police officer during an at-
tempted theft. There is no doubt that
the judge would not have released him,
had he had access to that juvenile’s
prior record of violent crime. The lack
of access to juvenile records in this
case directly contributed to a tragic
crime. When a probation officer super-
vises a young offender, he needs to
know the young offender’s criminal
history. It is simply illogical that we
fail to maintain those records in a
readily accessible way.

Reporting juvenile records to a na-
tional clearinghouse will provide law
enforcement officers and judges across
this Nation with accurate criminal his-
tory information. This will serve to
protect law enforcement personnel
when they are dealing with juvenile
suspects and defendants, as well as pro-
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vide necessary information to the judi-
ciary.

One proper role for the Federal Gov-
ernment, in law enforcement, is to
serve as a national clearinghouse for
information. Our proposal fulfills such
a role and in the process dramatically
improves our juvenile justice system.

There is another matter of impor-
tance. The Hatch-Sessions bill helps
States improve their juvenile deten-
tion centers. The bill provides match-
ing grant money to the States for the
construction and renovation of juvenile
detention facilities. In the last 20
years, juvenile prison construction has
not kept pace with the tremendous in-
crease in juvenile crime. While States
and the Federal Government have in-
creased adult prison capacity signifi-
cantly, the construction of juvenile fa-
cilities has been neglected consist-
ently.

Ladies and gentlemen of the Senate,
if crime is to be reduced, we must in-
crease juvenile detention and juvenile
detention space. | mention crime, and
not merely juvenile crime, for this rea-
son. The line between juvenile crime
and adult crime has never been so
blurred. An ever-increasing amount of
serious crime is committed by young
offenders. By some accounts, juveniles
now account for almost 20 percent of
violent crime arrests and over one-
third of all property crime arrests.

The following facts illustrate the
need for more juvenile detention cen-
ters. Only 56 out of every 1,000 juve-
niles arrested are incarcerated. | repeat
that. Only 56 out of every 1,000 juve-
niles arrested are incarcerated. We are
simply not identifying the violent
criminals and putting them in prison.

To put it in more concrete terms,
consider this. In 1991, over 123,000 juve-
niles were arrested for violent crimes,
yet there were less than 50,000 juvenile
beds in the United States available to
house them. And many repeat, habitual
property criminals have to be incarcer-
ated, too. | wish that were not so, but
that is simply the fact. We have had a
doubling of violent juvenile crime in
less than a decade. We simply have to
increase our bed space. Again, | wish
that were not so.

A lack of proper juvenile detention
centers eliminates the deterrent effect
of the criminal justice system. When a
police officer arrests an offender in a
stolen car for burglarizing a person’s
home, and he cannot keep him even 1
night in the local jail because it is not
an approved juvenile facility or be-
cause there is no space in the juvenile
facility—that young offender is re-
leased back on the street. This under-
mines respect for the law. Not only
does the young offender get the wrong
impression, but so do his classmates,
running-mates, and gang members.
They see Billy get arrested and expect
something to happen. When he is re-
leased the very same day, they get a
message. It is not the message we want
to convey. We simply have to step up
to the plate and do more about that.
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Another matter. Many of my col-
leagues have indicated that our bill
fails to provide sufficient prevention
money. | would like to point out that
according to the General Accounting
Office, the Federal Government cur-
rently has 131 programs administered
by 16 different departments and agen-
cies that may be used to benefit at-risk
and delinquent youth. In 1995, the total
cost of these programs exceeded $4 bil-
lion. We are already spending tremen-
dous sums of Federal taxpayer money
on prevention programs. | hope they
work. Some of them do and some of
them do not. We need to do a better job
of oversight. And the States also are
spending tremendous sums of money
for prevention purposes. We have a ju-
venile justice system that is broken,
and we need to fix it.

Here is a chart which shows the huge
number of programs and the total dol-
lars—$4 billion—being spent right now
with Government appropriated funds
for at-risk and delinquent youth. This
bill has prevention matters in it, but it
is also focused primarily on changing
our juvenile justice system from a
state of collapse into an effective sys-
tem that will actually work to deter
crime.

There are 21 gang intervention pro-
grams, 35 mentoring programs, 42 job
training assistance programs, 47 coun-
seling programs, 44 self-sufficiency pro-
grams, 53 substance abuse intervention
programs. Each of these programs is al-
ready being funded in an effort to help
at-risk young people not get caught up
in a life of crime. The penalty imposed
for every act of wrongdoing, starting
from that first offense, is in itself pre-
vention.

Mr. President, 61 percent of the juve-
niles brought into the juvenile court
system are 15 years of age or younger.
These juveniles may still be amenable
to discipline. However, there is cur-
rently little respect for our State juve-
nile system because the juvenile judges
have little resources and almost no bed
space to carry out the sanctions they
would like to impose. S. 10 will assist
the States in rectifying this deficit in
resources.

So, Mr. President, | have mentioned
only three provisions of the bill today
but there are many more. There is a
tough antigang provision that has
great potential to crack down on
gangs; historic reforms of Federal pro-
cedures to make cases more easily
prosecutable in Federal court; elimi-
nation of unwise Federal mandates; re-
quirements for local juvenile crime, ad-
visory committee groups, and | just no-
ticed the Senator from Delaware has
arrived. This provision is modeled after
a provision he put in the law a number
of years ago to require the local court
system to get together to discuss civil
case processing.

We believe, and | think Senator
BIDEN agrees, that if we are going to
give money to a local juvenile court
system, we ought to at least ask that
the judge, the prosecutor, the sheriff,
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and the police chief get together and
discuss just how well their system is
working and what they can do to make
that system work better.

| appreciate the consistent leadership
over the years that Senator BIDEN has
provided. He is the ranking member of
the Juvenile Justice Subcommittee,
and his contributions were very valu-
able in putting together a bill that I
believe eventually will be a historic
step forward in juvenile justice. | be-
lieve that this is the most significant
juvenile crime bill in over 20 years. Our
juvenile justice system is broken.
These are sound, thoughtful, practical
and effective provisions that will help
fix a broken system.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
as time goes by to give the highest con-
sideration to this legislation and urge
their support of its passage.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent to be able to pro-
ceed for 20 minutes as if in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | will say
at the outset | will cease if anyone
comes to the floor. I am acting in a bit
of a dual capacity here. | am comanag-
ing the bill that is before us. We are
waiting for some of our colleagues to
come over with amendments. But in
the meantime let me before the Sen-
ator from Alabama leaves the floor ac-
knowledge and thank him for his ac-
knowledgement of my efforts in this
area and thank him for the knowledge
he has brought to this body as a former
prosecutor, an attorney general in his
State, and as a former U.S. attorney
running a Federal operation in his
State as well, and for the vigor with
which he has attacked the obvious
problem. It is only of late that most
people are acknowledging we should be
focusing on juvenile crime. He in his
capacity within his State both as a
Federal official and a State official has
been focused on it for some time. He
and | have some outstanding disagree-
ment on how to approach this, but we
are substantially in agreement.

A LESSON FOR ALL OF US

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, with your
permission, rather than immediately
comment on the same subject matter, |
ask, as we used to say in the Senate, a
point of personal privilege. | would like
to comment on a story that was pub-
lished in my hometown newspaper that
is the antithesis of problems relating
to juvenile delinquency. It is a story
about a family | am very close to.

I should say at the outset | am preju-
diced in this regard. | have a very close
relationship and high regard for the fa-
ther and mother of this family, and
three of the four children in this family
have worked with me and are friends of
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my children. One of them is in this
Chamber today at my request as an
employee of one of our colleagues from
Florida.

Mr. President, | want to tell this
story because we rarely get a chance to
share with our colleagues the kind of
story | am about to share and, | might
add, that in my almost 25 years in the
Senate | have only done this on one
other occasion, but | think it is just re-
markable.

The story is about a family named
Kimmel, the Kimmel family. Going
way back, | didn’t practice law with
but practiced law in adjoining suites to
Mort Kimmel and knew his wife Mar-
sha. We go back now about 30 years.

Mr. President, it is the kind of story
which | rarely share but my reluctance
to discuss this in a public forum was
increased initially because the individ-
uals involved were such close personal
friends, Mort and Marsha Kimmel and
their family. | have known Mort and
Marsha, as | said, for 30 years and the
children have worked with me on my
campaigns and have been friends with
my children as well. They are among
the most giving and caring people |
know.

A story appeared on the front page of
our largest statewide newspaper enti-
tled “Triumph of the Heart.”” I will ask
at the appropriate time it be printed in
the RECORD. It is a picture of my
buddy, Mort Kimmel, and his wife and
his four children. I will explain that in
a minute. It is focused on a young man
named Larry Spiller who is, in fact, the
nephew of Mort and Marsha Kimmel.

It is really a story about Larry Spill-
er and his aunt and uncle and his cous-
ins who welcomed Larry into their
home and into their hearts after a se-
vere family tragedy. | think it holds
some lessons for what we all say we
value but few of us practice. It is a
story of selflessness, of sacrifice, and,
most of all, of what being family, in
my opinion, is all about.

On New Year’s Eve, in 1987, the Spill-
er family got on an airplane—mother,
father, and three children—to head to a
ski trip in Vermont. Larry’s father had
a commercial pilot’s license. He was in-
strument-rated but got caught while
flying the family up to Vermont, after
one stop and then taking off again, in
a wind shear 90 feet before the runway
as they were landing and the plane
crashed. Larry’s mother and father
both died in the crash, and Larry’s two
brothers were mortally injured. This
young man, Larry Spiller, was then 8
years old. He was the only survivor.
And because he happened to have
switched seats with his mom just be-
fore they attempted to land—he had
been riding in the copilot seat, and his
mom wanted to get up front to help his
dad because of the weather—and he was
seated in a seat where his back was to
the pilot, | expect and most people
think that is the reason why he sur-
vived.

Well, what happened was, on that
awful day, there was a meeting shortly
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thereafter that took place in another
family, and that is in the family of the
brother-in-law, the family of the part-
ner, because Larry’s father and my
friend, Mort Kimmel, were law part-
ners. But Larry’s father happened to
have a mother who was the sister of
my friend, Mort Kimmel. And so Mort
and Marcia Kimmel and their three
young children—Wayne, who is now 27,
Michelle, who works here in Washing-
ton, who is now 24, and Karen, 18—held
a family meeting and they made a very
fateful decision. They made a decision
to bring Larry into their home as an-
other son, another sibling—no holds
barred, absolute, total, equal.

Karen, who is now 18 years old, on
her own volition gave up her bedroom
for her cousin. That was her idea. And
many other personal, what appeared to
be sacrifices were made through the
selfless acts of the three children and
the mother and father. It is the kind of
selfless family decision that is so often
talked about, that we see in the movies
and we see glorified, but so seldom do
we know of it occurring. Because we all
have a tendency to rationalize when
that kind of thing happens, even
though it is your sister’s child who sur-
vived. | can picture thousands of good
people rationalizing, “‘Well, wait, we
only have so much. If we bring in
Larry, then what about our three chil-
dren? And maybe it is best for * * *”
and so on and so forth. As the Presid-
ing Officer knows, the ability of the
human mind to rationalize is mind-
boggling. But they made no rational-
ization. They, in a genuine family deci-
sion involving all three of their chil-
dren, decided that there was only one
course of action.

There were adjustments and sac-
rifices for everyone involved. But for
the Kimmels, that is all part of being a
family. You hear a lot of talk these
days about family values, but the
Kimmels and Larry Spiller, that young
9-year-old boy at the time, have lived
out what in reality is an old-fashioned
notion, that families are there for one
another.

We have an expression in my family.
After my wife and daughter were
Killed, I came home from the hospital,
my two sons were in the hospital, and
my sister had already moved into my
house. She didn’t ask anything—my
younger sister and her husband. We
have an expression in our family: If
you have to ask, it’'s too late. Well,
they didn’t have to ask; they just de-
cided and they acted.

Whether it involves taking in an or-
phaned child or bringing in an elderly
parent or grandparent in your home,
providing a sibling or an aunt or an
uncle a place to get back on their feet
on solid ground after a period of rough
going or ill health, these sacrifices are
all examples of what we mean by fam-
ily. Make no mistake about it: These
decisions are not easy. But family val-
ues, real, practice-what-you-preach
family values, don’t always make it
easy for us to make decisions. And
they are not always convenient.
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Family is, rather, about commit-
ment. And the Kimmel family is a liv-
ing testament to that commitment.

Let me tell you what the article was
about. 1 will not go on much longer.
The article is focused on how this
young man, Larry Spiller, who is now
graduating from one of the finest high
schools in Delaware, about how well he
has done in this family. He has excelled
both academically and athletically.
This young man made all State in both
baseball and basketball, did incredibly
well in school, and will be attending
Cornell University. Like so many other
great schools, it is very difficult to get
into, and his family has every right to
be proud of this young man.

It would have been easy for a 9-year-
old child, I can tell you from experi-
ence, having been tragically robbed, in
this case of his entire immediate fam-
ily, to let that tragedy define his life.
No one would have begrudged him that.
That happens to a lot of people whose
lives have been scarred by tragedy. And
it would have been equally understand-
able had Mort and Marcia Kimmel and
their children allowed Larry to slip
into that kind of thinking or allowed
Larry to slip through their fingers and
allowed the tragedy to be the focal
point of their lives. But that did not
happen. They all grieved, of course, and
still do. But they have been able to
move on, to live their lives as a dy-
namic family, each of them involved in
school and sports and civic activities.
They proved that while bad things do
happen to good people, good things
happen, too, especially when you make
up your mind not to let the bad experi-
ences define and dominate your life.

Last summer, young Larry turned 18
and received the bulk of his parents’
estate. It was a substantial sum of
money for a young man just beginning
to make his way in the world. It could
make Larry’s life a lot easier in the
coming years. But, instead, Larry
Spiller and the Kimmels have used the
money to establish the Kimmel-Spiller
Charitable Foundation to help sick
children and those facing injuries and
disabilities.

In the newspaper interview that I
will submit for the RECORD, he, young
Larry, who was graduating, as | said,
was asked what he had to say about
this. He said, “There is really no need
for me to have all that. | want to work
for my own money as a lawyer, which
I will probably do, and my parents”’—
he refers to Mort and Marcia as his
parents—‘will support me through col-
lege. It could help other people.”

How many young Kkids, with that
kind of a capability, that kind of
money, would say, ‘““You know, there is
really no need for me to have it; I'll
work for my own money; I'll be able to
do it’?

Larry goes on to say in that article,
“I'm lucky to be here. I'm lucky I
could just move into another family
and be so stable. | was always happy to
have a second chance.”’

Larry Spiller and Wayne and
Michelle and Karen Kimmel, the other
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children, and their parents, Mort and
Marcia Kimmel, are a very special fam-
ily, and in their story lie some valuable
lessons for all of us. It is not easy to be
a family. The decisions aren’t always
painless decisions. Sacrifice almost al-
ways goes with love. But when love is
there, anything can be overcome.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that an article from the Wilming-
ton News Journal about Larry Spiller
and his family be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the News Journal, June 11, 1997]
TRIUMPH OF THE HEART

ORPHANED AT 9 AND TAKEN IN BY HIS UNCLE
AND FAMILY, LARRY SPILLER IS A STORY OF
ACADEMIC, ATHLETIC AND PERSONAL SUCCESS

(By Kevin Tresolini)

Your heart wants to ache for Larry Siller,
but he will not let it.

He is a young man who could have with-
drawn, cursing the fates—and the wind
shear—that orphaned him almost 10 years
ago.

Instead, he radiates happiness.

“l consider myself lucky,” Spiller said.
“It’s not as if nothing has happened, but I'm
very comfortable with who | am.”’

Now 18, he is poised to move into the next
phase of life with his graduation tonight
from Tower Hill School. He has excelled aca-
demically—earning admission to Cornell
University beginning this fall—as well as
athletically, making All-State in basketball
and baseball.

Spiller almost didn’t live to see this day.

He was 9 years old, traveling with his par-
ents and two brothers on Dec. 31, 1987, when
the six-seat Piper Lance airplane carrying
the family crashed 10 feet short of the run-
way at Burlington (Vt.) International Air-
port.

Spiller’s father, Paul, a 39-year-old Wil-
mington attorney who was piloting the plane
he co-owned, and mother, Judith, 35, were
killed instantly. His brothers, Harvey, 14,
and David, 5, suffered severe spine and head
injuries and died within two weeks.

A National Transportation Safety Board
investigation concluded that wind shear—a
sudden, violent, vertical burst of wind—
brought the plane down.

Spiller, who suffered a broken leg and con-
cussion, survived. And he has become an in-
spiration to others around him.

“What he’s done is unbelievable,” said
David Glazier, a Brandywine High School
senior who is a close friend. ‘“He’s the oppo-
site of what you think might happen. I've
never seen him upset.”

““He is an absolutely outstanding individ-
ual,” said Steve Hyde, his baseball coach at
Tower Hill, ““in every sense of the word.”

THE PLANE CRASH THAT CHANGED HIS LIFE

Paul Spiller was an experienced pilot with
a commercial pilot’s license, a flight instruc-
tor’s certificate and 734 hours of flying time
when the Piper Lance left Greater Wilming-
ton Airport at 1:30 p.m. bound for Rutland,
Vt.

The Spillers were going to meet friends for
a quick vacation at the Killington ski resort.

According to federal transportation offi-
cials, the plane landed in Binghamton, N.Y.,
at 2:47 p.m. to wait out bad weather. At 4:01,
the plane left Binghamton.

About an hour later, the Spillers’ plane
was cleared for approach to Rutland. But the
plane began to accumulate ice, and Paul
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Spiller asked to be diverted to clearer weath-
er. He was informed that Burlington, the pic-
turesque college town straddling Lake
Champlain 67 miles to the north, had radar
contact and 15 miles visibility. He headed
there.

At 5:20 p.m., when he couldn’t maintain
5,500 feet altitude because of ice, Spiller de-
clared an emergency. He was given permis-
sion to descend to 2,000 feet, where ice began
coming off the windshield. Then it iced up
again, and the Burlington control tower
turned the runway lights up.

“l was in the front seat with my dad when
he called an emergency,” Larry Spiller re-
membered. “My mom said, ‘Switch seats
with me. | want to be up front to help your
father.””

Larry moved to the second row of seats,
which pointed backward. His brothers were
facing him. Behind them was the luggage
compartment.

At 5:40 p.m., the pilot radioed again. “The
runway is clear now. I can see it clearly.
Thank you.”’

All seemed fine. One minute later, Paul
Spiller radioed again and was cut off
midword.

““I just experienced what | think to be wind
sh—""

The plane plummeted 200 feet to the
ground and slid another 100 feet. It briefly
caught fire, but emergency workers—sta-
tioned nearby because of the emergency
call—quickly extinguished the flames.

Workers found Larry, conscious, with the
luggage. They took him and his unconscious
brothers to the Medical Center Hospital of
Vermont.

Spiller could not recall the crash when he
woke up in the hospital and saw his mother’s
brother, Morton Kimmel.

“When 1 told him, [about the accident] he
didn’t believe it,”” Kimmel said. “I said, ‘It’s
true.””

Larry visited his brothers, who never re-
gained consciousness.

“l think about [my family] pretty much
every day, even if it’s just for a second,”
Larry said. “They’re * * *,

SPILLER GETS A NEW FAMILY

With the crash, Morton Kimmel lost his
sister, two nephews and a brother-in-law who
was his law partner.

But he gained a son, when he took Spiller
into his family.

Kimmel and wife, Marcia, eventually be-
came Spiller’s legal guardian. His cousins—
Wayne, now 27, Michell, 24, and Karen, also
18—became his new siblings.

“They took me in and | was just part of
their family,” Spiller said. ‘“Ever since then,
I’ve been calling them my parents and my
brothers and sister.

“It’s really a very normal life. | didn’'t
change schools. | didn’t change sports.

“My first father coached me in every sport.
My present father now coaches everything,
too. Few things changed except the people |
was living with.”

Larry’s grandparents, Benjamin and Bebe
Spiller, now living in Pompano Beach, Fla.,
lost their son, daughter-in-law and two
grandsons. Larry gave them a lifeline, Ben-
jamin Spiller said.

““We survived because of him.”

‘CAN | CALL YOU MOM?’

On his first night with his new family, 9-
year-old Larry Spiller, a boy with his whole
life ahead of him but the lives of his imme-
diate family members behind him, ten-
tatively asked his aunt, Marcia, ‘““Can | call
you mom?”’

Feeling it was too soon, and not wanting
Larry to forget his real parents, she re-
sponded, “‘Let’s just wait.”

The following New Year’s Eve, one year to
the day after the crash, he asked again.
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“l was tucking him into bed,” she said,
““and he said, ‘It’s been a year’, and asked
again. We have family meetings every week.
I said, ‘This would be a big change,” but I
knew it would be all right. We talked about
it at our next family meeting and said, ‘We’d
love to do this.””’

Stripped of the security of his immediate
family, Larry had every reason to feel alone.
He never did.

“Our families were so close,” said Spiller,
who was a Tower Hill third-grader at the
time of the crash. “We were together all the
time anyway before the crash. | never felt
alone at all, there were so many people
around me.”

One of the most important was Karen, a
cousin eight months younger than Larry.

“Everybody was walking on eggshells,”
Mort Kimmel said of Larry’s first fragile
days with his “new” family. ‘“Except Karen.
Karen gave him her room. Karen brought
him back into reality.”

At Tower Hill, classmates marveled at
Spiller’s strength.
“l remember when he came back to

school,” said longtime pal Chip Goodman.
“His leg was in a cast and part of his head
was shaved. But that was all there was to
tell you what had happened.”’

As Spiller developed into an athlete, his
new family cheered him on. He would up
scoring more than 1,100 points as a Tower
Hill basketball player, the third-highest
total in school history.

A pitcher and infielder in baseball, he bat-
ted .375 as a junior and .351 this spring, se-
curing All-State recognition both years.
He’ll play in Saturday’s annual Blue-Gold
Senior All-Star Game, and made the Dela-
ware South roster for this month’s Phillies-
sponsored Carpenter Cup tri-state tour-
nament at Veterans Stadium. This summer,
he’s again playing for the defending state
champion R.C. du Pont American Legion
baseball team.

GIVING AWAY HIS INHERITANCE

On Aug. 5 last summer, Larry’s 18th birth-
day, his biological parents’ financial hold-
ings and life insurance benefits, which had
been held in trust, became Spiller’'s. The
amount, he said, ““is substantial.”

He’s giving it away. Along with his present
parents, Larry has set up the Kimmel Spiller
Charitable Foundation. The first grant will
likely be worth $30,000 Mort Kimmel said.

“It’s a fund for sick kids or people injured
or with disabilities,”” Spiller said. “There’s
really no need for me to have it. | want to
work for my own money as a lawyer, which
I’ll probably do, and my parents will support
me through college. It could help other peo-
ple.

““1 definitely consider myself lucky,’” Spill-
er said again. ‘“Just switching seats with my
mom. If | hadn’t done that, there’s no way |
would have had a chance to survive.

“I'm lucky to be here. I’'m lucky | could
just move into another family and be so sta-
ble. I was always happy to have a second
chance.”

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, let me
conclude by saying that | know there
are thousands of other families who
made the same Kkind of sacrifices. When
we talk about family values, this is
what | mean by family values, family
values that reflect a common consen-
sus about sacrifice to make things bet-
ter for everyone else in the family.

Mr. President, | am proud to know
the entire Kimmel family, and 1 am
proud that one of the young children in
that family—not quite so young any-
more, she is still very young by our
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standards—is down here making her
contribution to her Nation by working
on the staff of one of our colleagues
from Florida.

Mr. President, with the Chair’s per-
mission, | would like to move onto a
different subject, the subject spoken to
by my friend from Alabama. If my
friend, Senator DURBIN, is ready to
move on his, | will withhold that until
the next lull we have and respond to
my friend from Alabama on the issue
he raised regarding youth violence.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS REFORM AND
RESTRUCTURING ACT OF 1997

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my
understanding we are considering the
foreign affairs bill. | have several
amendments to offer in reference to
that legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senate is on S. 903.
AMENDMENT NO. 377
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
regarding United States citizens impris-

oned in Peru)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, | offer
an amendment for consideration by the
Senate which | have discussed with
Senator BIDEN’s staff as well as Sen-
ator HELMS’ staff.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]

proposes an amendment numbered 377:
The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title XVI, add the following
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING UNIT-
ED STATES CITIZENS HELD IN PRIS-
ONS IN PERU.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the follow-
ing:
(1) The Government of Peru has made sub-
stantial progress in the effort to restrict the
flow of illicit drugs from Peru to the United
States.

(2) The Government of Peru has cooperated
greatly with the United States Government
to stop individuals and organizations seeking
to transport illicit drugs from Peru to the
United States and to jail such drug export-
ers.

(3) Any individual engaging in such export-
ing of illicit drugs and convicted in a court
of law should face stiff penalties.

(4) Any such individual should also have a
right to timely legal procedures.

(5) Two United States citizens, Jennifer
Davis and Krista Barnes, were arrested in
Peru on September 25, 1996, for attempting
to transport illicit drugs from Peru to the
United States.

(6) Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have admit-
ted their guilt upon arrest and to an inves-
tigative judge.

(7) Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have volun-
teered to cooperate fully with Peruvian judi-
cial authorities in naming individuals re-
sponsible for drug trafficking and several
have been arrested.

(8) More than 7 months after their arrest,
Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have not been for-
mally changed with a crime.
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(9) Peruvian domestic law mandates that
formal charges be brought within 4 to 6
months after arrest.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Government of Peru
should respect the rights of prisoners to
timely legal procedures, including the rights
of all United States citizens held in prisons
in Peru.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution involv-
ing a very sad situation. This amend-
ment expresses the sense-of-the-Senate
that the Government of Peru should re-
spect the rights of prisoners to timely
legal procedures, including the rights
of all United States citizens currently
being held in prison in Peru.

This amendment was included in the
State Department authorization bill
that has been enacted by the House of
Representatives. It was offered in that
Chamber by my colleague from lllinois,
Congressman TomM EWING. It was ac-
cepted as part of the chairman’s en
bloc amendment.

The purpose of this amendment is to
encourage the Government of Peru to
bring to trial two young Americans
who have been held in prison in Peru
for more than 7 months without being
formally charged or brought to trial.
These two young Americans have re-
ceived a lot of publicity in the United
States. One from the State of Illinois,
Jennifer Davis, and another, Krista
Barnes of California, have admitted
their guilt to a serious crime. They
were arrested in Peru when they were
19- and 20-year-olds, respectively, after
being recruited by drug smugglers in
attempting to carry powdered cocaine
out of Peru.

These two teenagers made a tragic
mistake. They are prepared to accept
the legal penalties for their actions.
And it will be a harsh penalty. They
and their parents are only asking that
they be brought to trial by Peruvian
authorities and convicted so that they
can be extradited to the United States
to serve their sentences.

The physical conditions under which
Jennifer and Krista are being held are
in violation of the basic spirit and let-
ter of international human rights
agreements, to which Peru is a signa-
tory. | have spoken to their parents.
The prison where they are being held is
extremely overcrowded. Basic health
care is not provided. Nourishment is
inadequate. There is sexual and other
violence taking place. The shared bath-
room facilities have no running water
and are extremely filthy, and disease is
rampant.

The amendment specifically states
that any individual engaged in the ex-
port of illicit drugs and convicted in a
court of law should face stiff penalties.
But the amendment also states that in-
dividuals engaging in the export of il-
licit drugs should have the right to a
timely trial.

I know this is an important matter
to many families in Illinois who are
friends of Jennifer Davis. They under-
stand the serious mistake she has
made. They understand that she will
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pay a price for it that she will never,
ever forget. All they are asking for is
humane treatment, that she be brought
to trial and, if convicted, we can then
apply for extradition to the United
States.

What we are asking of Peru is noth-
ing new. The government of that coun-
try has already signed international
agreements saying that they will treat
all prisoners in a humane way, and
that they will bring prisoners to trial.
So | hope my colleagues in the Senate
will join me in the approval of this
sense-of-the-Senate resolution as an
amendment to the Foreign Affairs bill
which is presently under consideration.

At this point, | yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, does the
Senator have a second amendment?

Mr. DURBIN. | have another amend-
ment, and Senator GORTON of Washing-
ton has a companion. If we can deal
with the Peruvian amendment first,
and hope he comes to the floor momen-
tarily?

Mr. BIDEN. With the permission of
the chairman, | think we can deal with
this. There is no real objection to what
the Senator is suggesting. It makes
sense.

There is another one of our col-
leagues who wishes to deal with a simi-
lar circumstance in Peru. Maybe the
Senator could withhold seeking action
on this and see if we can accommodate
this all in one amendment, and pos-
sibly move to a second amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. I am learning in the
Senate that accommodation is a good
idea if your amendment is well re-
ceived. | sense the amendment is well
received.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | say to
my friend, that is the case. The ques-
tion is whether or not we can accom-
modate another one of our colleagues
as well. It is always better than to
have a rollcall vote.

If the Senator will seek to lay aside
this amendment temporarily and pos-
sibly proceed to his next amendment,
maybe we can accommodate both at
the same time.

Mr. DURBIN. Yes. | would be happy
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, the amend-
ment is set aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 378
(Purpose: To designate additional countries
as eligible for NATO enlargement assistance)

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, |
have a second amendment that | would
like to present for consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for
himself and Mr. GORTON, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 378.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, | ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

The
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At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-

TRIES ELIGIBLE FOR NATO EN-
LARGEMENT ASSISTANCE.

(a) DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-
TRIES.—Effective 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, Lithuania, Lat-
via, Estonia, and Romania are each des-
ignated as eligible to receive assistance
under the program established under section
203(a) of the NATO Participation Act of 1994
and shall be deemed to have been so des-
ignated pursuant to section 203(d)(1) of such
Act, except that any such country shall not
be so designated if, prior to such effective
date, the President certifies to the Commit-
tee on International Relations of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate that the
country fails to meet the criteria under sec-
tion 203(d)(3) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The designa-
tion of countries pursuant to subsection (a)
as eligible to receive assistance under the
program established under section 203(a) of
the NATO Participation Act of 1994—

(1) is in addition to the designation of
other countries by law or pursuant to section
203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to receive as-
sistance under the program established
under section 203(a) of such Act; and

(2) shall not preclude the designation by
the President of other emerging democracies
in Central and Eastern Europe pursuant to
section 203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to re-
ceive assistance under the program estab-
lished under section 203(a) of such Act.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, |
hope in designating this amendment, it
will designate as my cosponsor Senator
GORTON of Washington. He and | are co-
sponsoring similar amendments, and |
think he will be on the floor momen-
tarily to discuss his amendment, but |
would like to discuss this amendment
directly.

This amendment designates Lithua-
nia, Latvia, Estonia, and Romania as
eligible to receive assistance to prepare
for future NATO membership.

This amendment does not require
that any nation be invited to join
NATO. It simply makes Lithuania,
Latvia, Estonia, and Romania eligible
to receive assistance to prepare for
NATO membership in the future. A
similar amendment was in the House-
passed version of the State Department
authorization bill.

| say to my colleagues, this last Feb-
ruary, | visited Lithuania, the home-
land of my mother, for my fourth visit.
I found, much to my amazement, that
no matter where | traveled in this
small country, no matter what official
| sat down to meet with, people had on
their mind one thing and one thing
only: NATO membership.

The Baltic States, particularly Lith-
uania and Latvia, believe that NATO
membership is crucial to their sur-
vival. They are surrounded, in many
instances, by questionable cir-
cumstances, Russian troops and a lot
of question marks that leave them un-
certain about their future.

| said to them at that point that
when | returned to the Senate, | would
do everything in my power to inform
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and educate my colleagues about this
deep, heartfelt feeling in the Baltics,
that their membership in NATO is
where they want to be in this next cen-
tury, looking to the West, looking to
democracy, being part of our security
alliance which was so crucial for half a
century in Western Europe.

This amendment is consistent with
current laws and programs to assist
the new democracies of Central and
Eastern Europe to prepare for future
NATO membership. It includes, obvi-
ously, the Baltics States and Romania.
The NATO Participation Act of 1994 au-
thorized the President to establish a
program to assist emerging democ-
racies in Central and Eastern Europe
to prepare for future NATO member-
ship. The NATO Enlargement Facilita-
tion Act of 1996 designated Poland,
Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slo-
venia to receive assistance to prepare
for future NATO membership, and the
act directed the President to designate
additional democracies in Central and
Eastern Europe if they met certain cri-
teria.

It is clearly in the interest of the
United States to support democracy,
free-market reform and security in the
Baltics and Romania. There is no bet-
ter way to do this than to help them
prepare for NATO membership. Lithua-
nia, Latvia, Estonia and Romania are
doing everything asked of them—and
more—to prepare for future NATO
membership. They should be des-
ignated as eligible to receive assistance
under the NATO Enlargement Facilita-
tion Act of 1996.

Examples of how the Baltics and Ro-
mania are meeting the criteria estab-
lished by this act for assistance to pre-
pare for NATO membership:

They have made courageous choices
and painful sacrifices to reestablish
their freedom and rebuild their democ-
racies and free-market economies. It is
hard to imagine, the Baltic States and
other Eastern European countries,
once members of the Warsaw Pact,
which were subjugated to Soviet rule
for 50 years, this blanket of Soviet he-
gemony virtually snuffed out the ini-
tiative, creativity and energy of these
great nations, but they survived. And
not just survived, they came out of it
determined to rebuild, rebuild with a
face to the West.

All of these nations have applied for
NATO membership.

They have made significant progress
toward establishing civilian control of
their militaries, police and intelligence
services.

They are adhering to the rule of law.

They are respecting the values and
interests shared by other NATO mem-
bers.

They are accepting the obligations,
responsibilities and costs of NATO
membership.

Their parliaments are making finan-
cial commitments, many times at
great sacrifice, to prepare for NATO
membership, significantly increasing
their support for national defense and
Partnership for Peace activities.
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My vision, and | hope one shared by
my colleagues, is that an enlarged
NATO will put Europe in a position to
deal with its own problems in a better
fashion. We are now deeply committed
in Bosnia, as we should be, to bring
peace to that region. But if there were
a strong NATO encompassing so many
more countries in Europe, | think we
can envision a day when that sort of a
dispute and that sort of a problem will
be dealt with primarily, if not exclu-
sively, by NATO members in European
States.

This suggestion of enlarging NATO
eligibility is a step on a path that
could lead us to that favorable conclu-
sion.

These countries have demonstrated
they are fully committed to sharing
the responsibilities of NATO member-
ship.

They are building their defense forces
in accordance with NATO planning
standards.

They are improving their commu-
nication and information systems,
command and control, and English
training.

They are active participants in the
Partnership for Peace Program.

They have participated in joint exer-
cises, training programs, and peace-
keeping operations led by NATO and
the United States.

It was, | guess, incredible to me to
consider that a tiny country like Lith-
uania would send a small group to
IFOR in Bosnia to participate in peace-
keeping. Tragically, one of the Lithua-
nian soldiers was one of the early cas-
ualties because of the detonation of a
mine. The Lithuanian Parliament
might, at that point, have had a vigor-
ous debate and decided they made a
mistake, that they were not ready to
get involved. They decided just the op-
posite. Even having lost a Lithuanian
soldier in a joint effort with the United
States and other NATO countries to
bring peace to Bosnia, the Lithuanian
Parliament voted overwhelmingly to
commit even more troops in their
peacekeeping effort to demonstrate to
Europe, to the world, and all the NATO
members they are serious about mak-
ing this kind of a participation a re-
ality.

I learned last week from the Prime
Minister of Latvia that the same type
of commitment was made. They have
participated in NATO’s peacekeeping
mission. They have increased their
troop commitments, and it is clear
that they are sincere. They are strate-
gically significant to an effective
NATO defense, and they are likely to
be in a position to further the member-
ship of NATO and contribute to the se-
curity of the North Atlantic area in
the near future.

I have nothing further on this
amendment. | defer to the chairman or
minority spokesman as to whether
they would like to consider the amend-
ment at this point or wait for Senator
GORTON to come to the floor with his
companion amendment.
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Mr. HELMS. Madam President, | sug-
gest we await the arrival of Senator
GORTON so we can see the whole picture
at one time, if that suits the Senator.

Mr. DURBIN. That is fine.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, |
agree, but if he will yield for me to
make a comment, if | may, to my
friend. The Senator has made the case
for the Baltics and for Romania. As to
the Baltics, it seems to me, the case is
obvious. With regard to Romania, that
important country has made signifi-
cant strides in the last 6 months.

I want to make clear so that we all
know, what we are talking about is the
NATO Enlargement Facilitation Act,
which was passed in 1996. Basically,
what the act does, Madam President,
as you well know, is that it says there
are newly independent states, which
formerly were satellite states of the
Soviet Union, who are seeking mem-
bership or may seek membership in
NATO. It is kind of a two-stage proc-
ess. We did the same thing for Hun-
gary, we did the same thing for Poland,
we did the same thing for the Czech Re-
public, and last year we added Slove-
nia. We basically said, look, we, the
Congress and the President, will come
up with some money to help you begin
to organize yourself to meet the cri-
teria for admission into NATO. This is
not a club that you join because you
like it, or join because you simply
want to join. This is a deal where ev-
erybody has to carry their own weight
proportionately within the club, and
we are not going to admit anybody who
cannot do that. But it requires some
expenditure of money on the part of
these countries to essentially do the
political, economic, and military in-
ventory they need to be able to deter-
mine whether or not they can meet the
criteria. This is what it is. This is prep
money to get them up and running to
make their case.

So, we are going to be doing here for
the Baltics—and | share my friend’s
view—and for Romania, what we did
for Slovenia, for Hungary, for the
Czech Republic, and for Poland.

I respectfully suggest, now that our
friend from Washington is on the floor
as well, that there be consideration of
amending their amendment to add Bul-
garia. Let me explain why.

| stated earlier on this floor that I
was pleased that the Clinton adminis-
tration decided to support the first
three countries mentioned in the first
round. In our meetings we had an op-
portunity to make our case to the
President as to who we thought should
be invited to final accession negotia-
tions at Madrid next month. | was dis-
appointed, quite frankly, that the ad-
ministration decided not to push Slove-
nia in the first round. After discussion
with the President and his advisers,
however, 1 am absolutely confident
that Slovenia will make it in the sec-
ond round, and I am confident that Ro-
mania will too.

For everybody to understand, we are
not just talking about a one-time
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event. NATO enlargement is an evolv-
ing process. Every European democ-
racy, theoretically, is eligible. Prob-
ably the Baltics elicit more support
than any other area of Europe, for the
reasons stated by my friend.

With that in mind, the Senator’s
amendment designates Lithuania, Lat-
via, Estonia, and Romania to join Po-
land, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and
Slovenia to be eligible for receiving as-
sistance to prep them for future mem-
bership in NATO. They have estab-
lished democracies, made courageous
reforms to create free-market econo-
mies, are putting their armies under ci-
vilian control, and deserve our support.

Another Eastern European country
that deserves inclusion in this amend-
ment to let them get prepped and make
their case is Bulgaria. After having
gotten off to a very slow start toward
democracy after the Wall came down,
it has now voted the post-Communists
out of office. The new Bulgarian ad-
ministration has begun free-market
economic reforms, and recently the
Bulgarian Parliament went on record
as naming NATO membership as its
primary foreign policy goal.

Madam President, over the centuries,
Bulgaria has been the most pro-Rus-
sian country in Europe. So these
changes are truly noteworthy. Bulgaria
is not as far along the path to NATO
membership as the other four countries
named in Senator DURBIN’s amend-
ment, but they have made a definitive
break with the past, and the democrats
in Sofia, | think, deserve our support
and encouragement to move further.

I will not push my second-degree
amendment now. Before we vote on
this, however, or before the chairman
makes a decision, | would like them se-
riously to consider, while the Senator
from Washington is making his case,
whether or not we should include Bul-
garia.

As the Senator found in traveling to
the Baltics, what | found, whether I
was in the Balkans or whether | was in
Central or Eastern Europe, that the
prospect of becoming a member of
NATO has a significant positive impact
on whether they establish a market
economy, whether they move away
from the Communist-controlled
apparatchiks who are left over, and
whether or not they embrace a foreign
policy that looks to the West rather
than to the East.

So | would ask for his consideration.

Mr. DURBIN. Would the Senator
yield?

Mr. BIDEN. Yes.

Mr. DURBIN. There was a Senator
from Illinois many years ago named
Everett Dirksen who said on another
totally unrelated issue that “There is
nothing more pregnant than an idea
whose time has come.” The idea of
NATO expansion, the idea of involving
former Soviet clients, allies and repub-
lics into a new peace-seeking alliance
is an idea whose time has come.

I would certainly defer to the Sen-
ator’s request and be happy to add an
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amendment in the second degree and
hold my amendment at the desk until
we accomplish that. The inclusion of
Bulgaria would be a very positive addi-
tion.

Mr. BIDEN. | thank the Senator from
Ilinois.

I will check with my chairman to see
if he agrees with that.

In the meantime, |1 see our friend
from the State of Washington is here,
so | yield the floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mr. GORTON. What is the question
before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before
the Senate is the Durbin amendment
No. 378.

AMENDMENT NO. 379
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
that Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania should
be integrated into the North Atlantic

Treaty Organization)

Mr. GORTON. Madam President,
with the indulgence of the Senator
from Illinois and the two managers of
the bill, I should like to ask unanimous

consent to set that amendment aside
and send up another amendment spon-
sored jointly by the Senator from Illi-
nois and myself, simply in order to
broaden the discussion of this present
subject as it is on the present subject
with the hope of eventually following
the suggestion of the Senator from
Delaware and perhaps consolidating
this set of ideas into a single amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GORTON. With that, Madam
President, | ask unanimous consent

that the present amendment be set
aside and that the amendment | send
to the desk be immediately considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
ToN], for himself, Mr. DuURrBIN, and Mr.
D’AMATO, proposes an amendment numbered
379.

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title XVI, insert following:
SEC. . ADMISSION OF ESTONIA, LATVIA, AND
LITHUANIA INTO NATO.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) The Baltic countries of Estonia, Latvia,
and Lithuania are undergoing a historic
process of democratic and free market trans-
formation after emerging from decades of
brutal Soviet occupation.

(2) Each of the Baltic countries has con-
ducted peaceful transfers of political power
since 1991.

(3) The governments of the Baltic coun-
tries have been exemplary in their respect
for human rights and civil liberties and have
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made great strides toward establishing the
rule of law.

(4) The governments of the Baltic coun-
tries have made consistent progress toward
establishing civilian control of their mili-
tary forces and, through active participation
in the Partnership for Peace and the peace
support operations of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (in this resolution re-
ferred to as ‘““NATO”), have clearly dem-
onstrated their ability and willingness to op-
erate with the forces of NATO nations and
under NATO standards.

(5) Each of the Baltic countries has made
progress toward implementing a free market
system which has and will continue to foster
the economic advancement of the people of
the Baltic region.

(6) The Baltic region has often been a bat-
tleground for the competing territorial de-
signs of nearby imperial powers which, along
with other factors, has contributed to a his-
tory of insecurity and instability in the re-
gion.

(7) NATO has been a force for stability,
freedom, and peace in Europe since 1949.

(8) NATO has indicated it will begin to in-
vite new members in 1997.

(9) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, exercis-
ing their inherent right as participating
states in the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe, have voluntarily ap-
plied for membership in NATO.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are to
be commended for their progress toward po-
litical and economic liberty and meeting the
guidelines for prospective NATO members
set out in chapter 5 of the September 1995
Study on NATO Enlargement;

(2) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania would
make an outstanding contribution to NATO
if they become members;

(3) eventual extension of full NATO mem-
bership to Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
would make a singular and lasting contribu-
tion toward stability, freedom, and peace in
the Baltic region.

(4) upon satisfying the criteria for NATO
membership, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
should be invited to become full members of
NATO at the earliest possible date; and

(5) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania should
be invited to attend the NATO summit in
Madrid on July 8 and 9, 1997.

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, the
thrust of this amendment is to encour-
age the inclusion of the three Baltic
Republics, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua-
nia, in the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization at the earliest practicable
date. It is similar to the proposal al-
ready made by the Senator from Illi-
nois, which is directed more at the
time of preparation; this one, with that
ultimate goal.

I think that, in the most profound
sense, this is not a highly controversial
matter. The President has stated that
the goal of the United States in the
present round is to admit three highly
qualified nations, the Czech Republic,
Poland, and Hungary, to NATO. | want
simply to say at this point that | en-
thusiastically support that policy on
the part of the President and will cer-
tainly vote to ratify any treaty to that
effect.

| share some of the disappointment of
the Senator from Delaware, with whom
I previously discussed this subject in
private, that the first round is not
more expansive than it seems likely to
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be. I tend to fall on the side of those
European allies of ours who would
admit Slovenia at the very least and
perhaps Romania as well. Nevertheless,
any step forward in bringing thor-
oughly into the fold of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization and there-
fore into first class membership in the
basically Western European and North
Atlantic community is a consumma-
tion that is devoutly to be sought by
all of us.

My particular amendment, and that
of the Senator from lllinois, is focused
on three nations collectively, not as
large in population as the smallest of
the three nations that are about to be
admitted to NATO.

The three Baltic nations have a
unique role in European history, in
some respects a uniquely tragic role in
that each of them in modern times
stood as an independent nation only for
roughly 20 years. Between the end of
World War 11, 1939, 1940, they lost their
independence until each of them re-
gained that independence in the early
1990’s.

They are unique as well, madam
President, in the sense that it is great-
ly to the credit of the United States of
America that this Nation almost alone
of all of the nations of the world never
formally recognized the incorporation
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania into
the Soviet Union. For the better part
of half a century, there were tiny em-
bassies here in Washington, DC, rep-
resenting what seemed, | suspect, to
most the vain hope that at some dis-
tant future day those nations would
once again meet their own aspirations
and become independent.

| always agreed with this policy. It
was policy that was followed by Presi-
dent Franklin Roosevelt, by President
Truman, by President Eisenhower, by
President Kennedy, by President John-
son, by President Nixon, by President
Ford, by President Carter, by President
Reagan, into the administration of
President Bush, at which point that
independence and freedom became a re-
ality.

I had the great honor, Madam Presi-
dent, a number of years ago of having
been invited to address the Congress of
Estonia, the first, and illegal under So-
viet law, calling together a group of
people in Estonia to begin that process
of independence. It is a mark of the op-
position in the then Soviet Union to
that independence that | was not
granted a visa and was unable to make
that speech in Tallinn. I made the
speech, however, from the floor of this
United States Senate, Madam Presi-
dent, and sent the videotape to Esto-
nia. As | was told afterward, it made a
greater splash, greater showing than if
I had actually been able to be there in
person.

So | have this particularly close feel-
ing for the people of Estonia and for its
independence. It was several years
later that | was first able to visit that
country. But I know what each of these
other Senators on the floor knows, that
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the people of those tiny nations regard
themselves as integral parts of our
Western European North Atlantic civ-
ilization.

Their foreign policy can be summed
up in a desire to join the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization. Yes, a major
part of this is a feeling that their phys-
ical security will be enhanced by being
a part of NATO. And, yes, in some
sense it will be. But | believe more
than that, the psychological value felt
by the people of those nations, freed
after almost half a century of being oc-
cupied, frozen in place by a Soviet dic-
tatorship, is equal to whatever the for-
mal security arrangements will be.

I believe that nothing could be more
in the tradition of the United States of
America, that from 1940 until early in
the 1990’s never recognized that these
nations had lost their independence,
than to invite these three small na-
tions as quickly as possible to be a part
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion.

Obviously, they are not on this list
for the first round. If in fact a second
round is limited to, say, Slovenia and
Romania, they will not be a part of the
second round either. | do believe, how-
ever, Madam President, that it is im-
portant for us here in the U.S. Senate
to recognize that these aspirations
take place because of the tremendous
admiration the people of those coun-
tries have for the United States and for
all we have stood for during their long
decades of darkness.

So | hope, and | hope fervently, that
in the course of the next 24 hours the
group of Senators here on the floor can
reach an accommodation pursuant to
which that aspiration on the part of
the people of these three small nations
will be recognized in this bill by the
time that we have passed this bill. The
House of Representatives has already
done so in slightly different language
than my amendment or the amend-
ment from the Senator from Illinois.

One of my suggestions might be that
we try to create parallel language so
that each of the Houses of Congress has
passed exactly the same thought.

I am, however, quite flexible on how
we go about granting this degree of
recognition and support. But | do think
that for the future of democracy, for
the future of small countries who so
long aspired to be free, and now with
our help are free, that this recognition
should be granted.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORTON. Yes.

Mr. DURBIN. I am a cosponsor of the
Senator’s amendment. | spoke to this
issue before his arrival on the floor,
and | will not belabor the point. I will
say, for colleagues who are wondering
what role the smaller states play, Sen-
ator GORTON and | coauthored two
amendments. My amendment asks that
the Baltic States and Romania be con-
sidered in terms of funds for prepara-
tion to be part of NATO. The amend-
ment then, coauthored by the Senator
and myself and presently pending be-
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fore the Senate, says—and | think this
is important—*‘upon satisfying the cri-
teria for NATO membership, Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania should be in-
vited to become full members . . .”” So
it is a two-step process.

| think both amendments are consist-
ent, coauthored by the same two Sen-
ators, because we believe that given
the funds, given the opportunity, the
Baltic States, Romania, and perhaps
Bulgaria added by amendment, could
certainly then apply as eligible for
membership.

I join with my colleague from Wash-
ington in saying that at this moment |
hope the United States will lead the
way in saying that the Baltic States,
subjugated to Soviet tyranny for half a
century, would have that moment they
are praying for, full membership in
NATO.

I thank the Senator for yielding and
including me in this important amend-
ment.

Mr. GORTON. I thank my friend from
Illinois. He has put this case extremely
eloquently both in private and in pub-
lic. 1 am delighted to be joined with
him.

I hope that the two managers of this
bill will be in some form able to accom-
modate the thought that | believe is
very widely held in this body and
throughout the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. | suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SARBANES. | understand there
are amendments pending. | ask unani-
mous consent the pending amendments
be laid aside so it will be in order for
me to offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 380
(Purpose: To delete section 1145, which limits
the remedial authority of the Foreign

Service Grievance Board)

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, |
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-
BANES] proposes an amendment numbered
380.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 96, delete lines 1 through 12.

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President,
this amendment would delete section
1145 in the bill, the section which
purports to clarify the remedial au-
thority of the Foreign Service Griev-
ance Board, but which in effect limits
the remedial authority of the Foreign

The
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Service Grievance Board. | am frank to
say | hope we will not do that.

The section in question would ex-
pressly limit the remedial authority of
the Foreign Service Grievance Board to
those actions specified in section
1107(b) of the Foreign Service Act.

Now, as | understand the Depart-
ment’s thinking in this matter, they
believe it is necessary to prevent the
Board from relying on other statutes
as authority for directing remedies
that are not contained within section
1107(b) of the act. Those would include
the award of liquidated damages in
cases that fall under the Fair Labor
Standards Act, and compensatory dam-
ages in discrimination cases.

Section 1101(a) of the Foreign Service
Act provides the Grievance Board with
jurisdiction in cases alleging the viola-
tion, misinterpretation, or misappli-
cation of applicable law. Thus Congress
has given the Foreign Service Griev-
ance Board the authority to decide
grievances under other laws, including
the Fair Labor Standards Act and the
equal employment opportunity laws.

It would seem to me that if we have
given them the authority to decide
grievances under these other laws, that
it was our intention that the Board
would have the authority to provide
the remedies available under those
laws. And those remedies, in particu-
lar, are the liquidated damages avail-
able under the Fair Labor Standards
Act and the compensatory damages
under the EEO laws.

In other words, the Grievance Board
ought to retain the authority to pro-
vide remedies under the laws over
which it has jurisdiction.

Of course, first a grievant must be
successful in pressing a claim. The
question is, having won the grievance,
what remedies are available?

Now, the Foreign Service Grievance
Board’s own regulations provide broad
remedial authority. If the Board finds
that a grievance is meritorious, the
Board is authorized to ‘‘take any cor-
rective action” it deems appropriate
that is not contrary to law or the ap-
plicable collective bargaining agree-
ment.

Furthermore, the act requires the
Foreign Service Grievance Board to
apply the substantive law that would
be applied by the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission for all griev-
ances alleging a violation of the equal
employment opportunity laws.

If the Grievance Board is directed to
apply the substantive law that would
be applied by the EEOC, | see no reason
in the world why it would not be able
to apply the remedy that would be
available to an EEO action. In other
words, | am just trying to ensure that
the Grievance Board is able to provide
appropriate remedies.

These remedies, liquidated damages
and compensatory damages, are avail-
able under the Fair Labor Standards
Act and the EEO laws, and those laws
have no exemption in them for the De-
partment of State or other foreign af-
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fairs agencies. Nor do they provide any
rationale for excluding the foreign af-
fairs agencies from laws with which
that every other Federal agency must
comply.

I am fearful that by denying or limit-
ing the remedial authority of the For-
eign Service Grievance Board, the ef-
fect of section 1145 would be to require
those with grievances to go into court,
or through the EEOC, rather than
through the grievance procedure, be-
cause the grievance procedure would
not be able to provide them full relief.
| can’t believe that this is the kind of
arrangement we want to have.

It seems to me that it makes emi-
nent good sense that the Grievance
Board, which has the authority to
apply these other statutes in its sub-
stantive determinations, ought to have
the authority to provide remedies to
correct violations. The limitation that
is sought to be placed on the remedial
authority of the Board would unfairly
disadvantage foreign service officers
with grievances, whose cases may be
quite legitimate.

This is an important issue for people
with grievances, and | think we must
be careful in working out the statutory
arrangements by which they have their
grievances resolved. For the life of me,
I don’t understand why we would deny
to the Board the remedial authorities
that | have outlined here. | hope that
the managers of the bill will find this
amendment acceptable.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, |
apologize to my colleague. | was on the
phone. If he could give me a second to
catch up with my staff on what the
Senator just had to say before | at-
tempt to answer him. | apologize for
not being here while he spoke. If he has
a second amendment, he can go ahead
and we may be able to work this out.
Let me check.

Mr. SARBANES. | appreciate the re-
sponse of one of the managers of the
bill.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, rather
than take the time of the Senate, |
think the suggestions made by the Sen-
ator are appropriate, and | would be
happy to—and my colleague from
North Carolina indicates he would
also—accept the Senator’s amendment.

Mr. SARBANES. | appreciate that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 380) was agreed
to.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, |
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BIDEN. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, |
ask again that the pending amend-
ments be set aside in order to be able
to offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Is there
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AMENDMENT NO. 381

(Purpose: To clarify which management offi-
cials are prohibited from participating in
collective bargaining)

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, |
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-
BANES] proposes an amendment numbered
81.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:

Add at an appropriate point in the bill a
new section as follows:

SEC. . LIMITATIONS ON MANAGEMENT ASSIGN-
MENTS.

Section 1017(E)(2) of the Foreign Service
Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4117(e)(2)) is amended to
read as follows:

““(2) For the purposes of paragraph (1)(A)(ii)
and paragraph (1)(B), the term ‘management
official’ does not include chiefs of mission,
principal officers or their deputies, adminis-
trative and personnel officers abroad, or in-
dividuals described in section 1002(12) (B),
(C), and (D) who are not involved in the ad-
ministration of this chapter or in the formu-
lation of the personnel policies and programs
of the Department.”’.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, this
amendment would add a section to the
bill to clarify a previous action taken
by the Congress, which, in effect, was
too broad, too expansive, and caused
unnecessary difficulties. | support the
general purpose of the existing law,
which was to prevent conflicts of inter-
est in negotiating management-labor
disputes. | am in favor of trying to deal
with that problem. But it now appears
that we went too far in trying to do so.

The amendment | am now offering
would narrow the definition of ‘““man-
agement official” to a more appro-
priate group. A similar provision, | be-
lieve, was included in the companion to
this bill recently adopted by the House
of Representatives.

Let me briefly try to outline the sit-
uation. In the early 1990s, the Congress
amended the 1980 Foreign Service Act,
placing restrictions on the movement
of foreign service personnel between
certain positions in the American For-
eign Service Association, which is the
organization that represents foreign
service employees, and management
jobs in the foreign affairs agencies. The
Act was amended to prohibit any indi-
vidual who served as an agency man-
agement official or confidential em-
ployee during the preceding 2 years
from participating in the management
of the American Foreign Service Asso-
ciation for the purposes of collective
bargaining or representing them in
such bargaining. And, conversely, any
individual who had participated in
AFSA management for the purposes of
collective bargaining, or who rep-
resented AFSA at the bargaining table,
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is precluded, for 2 years, from serving
as a management official or confiden-
tial employee. So for 2 years, such offi-
cials could not move in either direc-
tion.

I have no quarrel with the purpose of
that amendment, which was to prohibit
a foreign service employee from mov-
ing from one side of the table to the
other in labor-management negotia-
tions. However, | think the definition
of ‘““management,” as we try to deal
with this problem that is currently in
the law, is too broad because it can en-
compass officials who play no role in
labor-management relations or the for-
mation of personnel policy.

This broad definition creates an obvi-
ous problem for people who might oth-
erwise want to participate in the
American Foreign Service Association
and hold responsible positions in that
organization. If they become officers in
AFSA, and then in that capacity par-
ticipate in labor-management rela-
tions—which in many instances is part
of the job—they would be precluded
from a whole range of potential posts
within the agencies.

The amendment | am offering would
narrow the definition of ‘““management
official”” by exempting chiefs of mis-
sion, principal officers or their depu-
ties, administrative and personnel offi-
cers abroad, who are not involved—I
emphasize ‘‘not involved”—in the for-
mulation of the personnel policies and
programs of the Department.

In other words, we would continue
the protection against conflicts of in-
terest by covering only those officials
who are involved in labor-management
relations or personnel policies and pro-
grams. And so a foreign service officer
who is in any way involved with those
issues on behalf of the Department
may not move into an AFSA position
involving those issues for 2 years.

Likewise, someone who has served in
an AFSA position that involves labor-
management relations may not take a
management position in a foreign af-
fairs agency for 2 years that would in-
volve these issues. But this amendment
would not prohibit, for instance, some-
one who was an officer in AFSA from
becoming a Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary in a regional bureau that has
nothing to do with developing person-
nel policies or programs.

At the moment, the broad limitation
has a rather chilling effect on people
who are willing to assume a responsible
role in AFSA. They say to themselves,
“If |1 do that, for 2 years I am blocked
out of taking a whole host of positions
in the foreign affairs agencies.” Of
course, AFSA represents the employees
in all of the foreign affairs agencies. Its
officers are being prevented from tak-
ing a wide range of subsequent assign-
ments.

I don’t think this was the intent of
the statute. | agree with the basic ef-
fort to preclude any conflict of inter-
est, and this amendment in fact ac-
cepts the proposition that you ought
not to be able to go from one side of
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the bargaining table to the other. But
my amendment seeks to limit the cur-
rent provision’s coverage so that it
does not exclude former AFSA officers
from responsible positions in the for-
eign affairs agencies that really don’t
involve the bargaining table. That is
the amendment.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | think
the point my friend makes is a valid
one. | don’t think it was our intention
to have this blanket exemption. As |
understand the Senator’s amendment—
and, obviously, the chairman is check-
ing this out himself for his position—
from my perspective, it seems to make
sense.

I want to ask a question. Where there
is the potential for a direct conflict—
that is, if | were representing the em-
ployees on one side of the table, then |
were to shift to a policy position or a
management position that had juris-
diction over the very issues | was nego-
tiating, | would still be precluded from
taking that management position; but
if | were to go off to be the economic
counselor to the Embassy in Paris, or
in Beijing, | would not be precluded, is
that right?

Mr. SARBANES. That’'s right. You
would be prohibited, for 2 years, from
shifting over into a position that in-
volved labor-management relations or
developing personnel policy. So you
could not just go over to the other side.

Mr. BIDEN. What is happening now,
as | understand what the Senator is
saying, is a very talented, hopefully
ambitious, Foreign Service officer who
may very well want the opportunity to
have those positions filled—for exam-
ple, the economic consular in the Em-
bassy in Beijing—may not take the
time to fill the position representing
the union; that he or she would be pre-
cluded from any reasonable prospect
for advancement for 2 years after they
leave that position for a practical mat-
ter.

Mr. SARBANES. That is the basic
thrust of it. 1 am not sure the eco-
nomic counselor is the right example
because | don’t think that is covered
right now. But currently, as | under-
stand it, you couldn’t become a chief of
mission or deputy chief of mission.

Mr. BIDEN. That is correct.

Mr. SARBANES. Which is, of course,
a very important stepping stone on the
career of a Foreign Service officer. |
take it that currently, the DCM is re-
garded as a ‘‘management official.”
Even though the deputy chief of mis-
sion is not involved in labor-manage-
ment negotiations, or in developing de-
partment-wide personnel policies, he or
she does administer an Embassy.

So the question then is, should you
keep someone who has been an officer
in the Foreign Service Association
from being able to accept such a posi-
tion? | don’t think we should. | do
think they should be prohibited from
becoming involved with labor-manage-
ment negotiations.

Mr. BIDEN. Based on what | under-
stand the amendment intends to do, as
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the staff informs me, | personally don’t
have any objection, nor I am told does
the chairman.

So | urge that we accept the Sen-
ator’s amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 381) was agreed
to.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BIDEN. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SARBANES. | thank the man-
ager of the bill for his courtesy.

| yield the floor.

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

AMENDMENT NO. 382
(Purpose: To provide a substitute for title

XXII relating to United Nations arrears

payments)

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside, and the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) pro-
poses an amendment numbered 382.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

Beginning on page 180, line 1, strike all
through page 198, line 20, and insert the fol-
lowing:

TITLE XXII—ARREARS PAYMENTS AND
REFORM

CHAPTER 1—ARREARAGES TO THE
UNITED NATIONS
SEC. 2211. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Department of State
for payment of arrearages owed by the Unit-
ed States to the United Nations and its spe-
cialized agencies as of September 30, 1997—

(1) $409,500,000 for fiscal year 1998; and

(2) $409,500,000 for fiscal year 1999.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—Amounts made available
under subsection (a) are authorized to be
available only—

(1) to pay the United States share of as-
sessments for the regular budget of the Unit-
ed Nations (excluding the budgets of the
United Nations specialized agencies);

(2) to pay the United States share of Unit-
ed Nations peace operations; and

(3) to pay the United States share of Unit-
ed Nations specialized agencies.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subsection (a) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.

(d) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—Before
the disbursement of funds under this section,
the Secretary of State shall notify the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives at least 15 days in advance in accord-
ance with the procedures applicable to re-
programming notifications under section
634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the
amendment that | have offered strikes
Title XXII, which is the portion of the
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legislation that deals with payments of
arrears to the United Nations and re-
form of the United Nations.

| offer this amendment fully respect-
ful and cognizant of the remarkable
work achieved by the Chairman of the
Committee, Senator HELMS, and the
Ranking Member, Senator BIDEN, in
negotiating on behalf of members of
the committee a comprehensive bill
with regard to the organization in the
State Department and other foreign af-
fairs agencies, in addition to the mat-
ters relating to the United Nations
that are the subject of my amendment.

Mr. President, | want to discuss very
broadly today why | take this occasion
to offer this amendment because the
timeframe for consideration is nec-
essarily very short. The markup in our
committee occurred just last Thurs-
day. The debate today on the floor is
occurring on Monday, and presumably
we will have votes on these and other
issues on Tuesday, tomorrow. There-
fore, Senators and their staff will need
to understand issues quickly in order
to make a judgment on what | believe
is a monumental turning point in
American foreign policy, and perhaps
one of the most serious foreign policy
debates that we will have this year.

| ask, first of all: Why have we come
to such a point? By that, I mean why
and how could the United States have
come to owe hundreds of millions of
dollars to the United Nations? It did
not occur overnight. As | will illustrate
in the course of my remarks, the
amounts we owe are, in most respects,
not to the United Nations organization
per se. Indeed, again and again | will
reiterate that only about 5 percent of
our arrears are actually owed to the
United Nations. Well over $650 million
of the money is owed to other coun-
tries in which the United Nations is
merely a passthrough largely to these
countries for reimbursement of past
peacekeeping expenses.

So the debts that we owe are to Great
Britain, to France, to Germany, to
Italy, and to a host of friends and allies
of the United States. We have accumu-
lated debts to them largely because of
their peacekeeping activities that we
voted for. Our country frequently took
the position that we were not in a posi-
tion nor did we wish to send Armed
Forces to various areas in which the
United Nations, with our votes, decided
to try to keep the peace. Therefore, our
agreement in these cases was to pay
money while other nations sent their
forces, and on some occasions contrib-
uted money also.

I mention this point because for sev-
eral years there has been an assump-
tion on the part of many Members of
this body and of the House—perhaps
even of the Presidential administra-
tion—that the U.N. had very great
problems. As a matter of fact, many
Members from time to time have sug-
gested a lack of general support for the
United Nations, suggesting that it im-
pinged on our sovereignty, and on our
ability to conduct foreign policy in a
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straightforward way. In fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, | submit that a great number of
Americans not confined to this Cham-
ber have come to a psychology that the
United Nations has been preying upon
us; that somehow an organization lo-
cated in our country, in New York
City, has been imposing insuperable de-
mands upon us and they resent that.
And, because of our resentment, so this
argument goes, we ought to reform the
U.N; we ought to teach it a lesson; we
ought to deprive it of money; we ought
to make editorial views of those activi-
ties we think are not very good, even
those that we have voted for; and that
by depriving the United Nations of
money change its course, we indicate
that we really do not wish to partici-
pate at all.

Mr. President, | think we are coming
to a much more crucial point in this
debate than simply whether we will
pay the arrears—the money that we
owe. | think Senators will fundamen-
tally have to determine: Should we
continue to be a part of the United Na-
tions? Because, if in fact the United
Nations is deprived of the funds that
we owe and other nations take our lead
and are not prepared to pay either for
diverse reasons of foreign policy it is
apparent that the United Nations will
be severely weakened. As a matter of
fact, it will be less and less effective, if
effective at all.

So, Mr. President and Members, |
think at the outset as we come to an
understanding of how we got to this
point, we have to decide: Do we really
want the United Nations to be a force-
ful advocate for peace, for justice, an
instrument of our foreign policy, and a
group of nations in which we play a
vital role as members of the Security
Council with veto power from the be-
ginning of the San Francisco Charter?
Do we want this? If we do, we are going
to have to not only try to shape up the
United Nations but shape up our own
views and our own activities as a mem-
ber State—our own leadership, as a
matter of fact—if the United Nations is
to be effective.

I come out on the side of one who be-
lieves that we ought to be active and
vital in the United Nations; that, as a
matter of fact, the United Nations
plays an important part in our foreign
policy; that it is extremely important
to our overall security in the world;
and, that it is an organization in which
we play a leading role which ought to
be supported by us as opposed to con-
stricted by us, demeaned by us, and
criticized by us. Given an opportunity,
it seems, that the Congress has again
and again not only tried to inhibit the
United Nations but, as a matter of fact,
may finally succeed in killing it off, if
we are not thoughtful.

Mr. President, if Members believe
that these are the views of their con-
stituents in a representative democ-
racy, eventually the U.N. will receive
the brunt of those attacks. But | would
suggest that the American people have
different views. As a matter of fact,
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Members will be interested in polls
taken by the Wirthlin group and other
polling groups for the United Nations
Association. And one question that |
found relevant was this one:

Considering the problems we are
likely to face in the coming years, how
important is it for America to be an ac-
tive part of the United Nations—an ac-
tive part—very important, somewhat
important, or not Iimportant that
America be an active member?

Fifty-four percent of Americans said
it is very important that we be an ac-
tive member. Another 28 percent said it
is somewhat important that we be an
active member. Only 12 percent said it
is not important, and 6 percent had no
answer.

That is a rather extraordinary break-
down.

Mr. President, of 82 percent of Ameri-
cans, 54 percent are saying it is very
important to be very active in the
United Nations.

Then in a Times Mirror poll, they
asked: Do you agree or disagree with
the following statement: The United
States should cooperate fully with the
United Nations?

On that kind of a question, 65 percent
say we should cooperate fully. Twenty-
nine percent disagree with that propo-
sition.

Another question asked: Do you
favor or oppose legislation that would
have the United States withdraw com-
pletely from the United Nations? The
Wirthlin group found again: 22 percent
favor withdrawal, 71 percent oppose
withdrawal, and 7 percent had no an-
swer.

On still another quesiton, overall, do
you think that in the long run efforts
to strengthen the U.N. would be a good
investment or not a good investment?
This is the program on international
policy attitudes poll.

Sixty-eight percent of Americans
said good investment, and 28 percent,
not a good investment.

Now we come to the crux of our issue
today, Mr. President.

The question posd was: Do you favor
or oppose the United States paying its
U.N. dues in full? Do you feel that way
strongly or somewhat strongly?

Thirty percent favor strongly our
paying our dues in full. Twenty-eight
percent favor somewhat. Thirteen per-
cent oppose somewhat, and 16 percent
oppose strongly.

Adding together those figures, Mr.
President, you once again get about
the same 2-to-1 ratio. Fifty-eight per-
cent believe that we ought to pay in
full, and 29 percent do not.

By 2 to 1 the American public believe
that we ought to be paying our fair
share and our full share.

Interestingly enough, another
qustion asked: Do you believe that
U.N. member states should always pay
their full dues to the U.N. on schedule,
or should a state hold back its dues to
pressure other members to agree to
changes that it believes are needed?
Again, the Wirthlin poll. Mr. President,
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in 1989, 60 percent of Americans said we
should always pay. In April 1996, 78 per-
cent said members should always pay.

I find that interesting, Mr. President.

The evolution of the American people
with regard to the United States meet-
ing its obligations has led to a much
higher percentage of Americans saying
that member states should always pay.

Honor U.N. peacekeeping—the basic
reason that we are here today, as a
general rule, when it is necessary to
use military force to deal with trouble
spots in the world—Do you feel more
comfortable having the United States
contribute to a U.N. military action or
for the United States to take military
action by itself?

Sixty-nine percent said U.N. military
action while 24 percent said U.S. action
alone.

Do you think peacekeeping should be
a high priority of the United Nations’
system; somewhat of a priority; or not
a priority? The Wirthlin group poll
again: 75 percent of Americans in April
1996 said a high priority, somewhat of a
priority said 17 percent, and not a pri-
ority, only 6 percent.

Mr. President, | shall not recite fur-
ther polling data except to make the
observation that by fairly large ratios
of about 2 to 1, or larger than that,
Americans believe that we ought to
participate in the U.N.; that we ought
to pay our dues on time; that all na-
tions should pay their dues on time;
that peacekeeping operations are very
important for the United Nations to
conduct.

I mention that because it appears to
me that most Members may not be
aware to whom we owe the money.

I would just simply point out, Mr.
President, and | take this opportunity
to cite precisely the countries to whom
we believe we owe money. They may
have different views as to how much we
owe, but there is general agreement be-
tween the administration and the For-
eign Relations Committee to have
come up with the figure of $819 million
to be authorized and appropriated in
one form or another. We have agreed
that the U.S. portion of that debt is
more than one-third.

Using that ratio, France is owed by
the United States $60.1 million; Great
Britain is owed $41 million; the Nether-
lands, $21.3 million; Pakistan, $20.1 mil-
lion; Germany, $18.3 million; Belgium,
$17.3 million; Italy, $17.2 million, $16.1
million to India; $14.2 million to our
neighbor Canada, and a long list of
countries with smaller sums than that,
all owed by the United States, with the
United Nations merely a passthrough
to them.

Mr. President, it is clear, at least in
my judgment, that we owe the money,
that it is clear to whom we owe the
money, but it is not at all clear wheth-
er the money is likely to be repaid.

Now, | mention this because we had a
debate in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee markup on Thursday and the
assertion was made essentially, and the
press has picked up this story largely
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intact, that however you look at this,
this provision entails a significant
change in the course of American for-
eign policy. Essentially there is now
agreement on the part of the United
States to pay a part of the money we
owe.

Following the Foreign Relations
Committee meeting, Nick Burns, on be-
half of the administration, was asked:
“What are you saying to Senator
LUGAR who says that the arrears are
contractual obligations of the United
States and should not be the subject of
conditions?”” Mr. Burns punts the issue,
in my judgment. He says:

Well, I think President Clinton and Sec-
retary Albright have been very clear for as
long as they have been in office that we do
not like being the largest donor—that is,
debtor—to the United Nations. In fact—

Mr. Burns says, and | am quoting—
we have called ourselves publicly the largest
deadbeat debtor to the United Nations. We
don’t like that. The American people don’t
want their Government to be in arrears to
any institution, much less the United Na-
tions, but we have an opportunity here to
make sure that while we take steps that are
costly for us to pay off our arrears, we send
forward a very strong signal that reform is
important and the reform ought to be fol-
lowed through.

Mr. Burns continues.

We have taken the opportunity and we
have not been met with a fundamental objec-
tion by Secretary General of the United Na-
tions, Kofi Annan. He has welcomed the
progress that has been made this week. He
has put forward his own reform proposal. So
we don’t have a problem with the Secretary
General and we certainly would look forward
to the continued support of Senator Lugar in
this effort.

Mr. President, | am not certain what
that means. Clearly Mr. Burns does re-
flect the thought of the administration
and most Americans. We do not like to
be thought of as a deadbeat country,
but he is suggesting, | suppose, that
somehow all of that has been finessed
this week—a certain amount of reform,
a certain amount of payment, the Sec-
retary General not giving fundamental
objections and a hope that somehow I
might be pacified.

I was even more intrigued by reports
on Saturday in the Washington Post
and the Washington Times after our
Ambassador to the United Nations, Bill
Richardson, was accompanied by the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota,
RoD GRAMS, a member of the Foreign
Relations Committee and chairman of
the subcommittee dealing with inter-
national organizations. Senator GRAMS
and Ambassador Richardson went to
New York and had a press conference. |
quote from the story by John Goshko
in the Saturday, June 14, issue of the
Washington Post.

John Goshko said:

They denied Congress wants to microman-
age the United Nations and they insisted the
plan is not a take-it-or-leave-it proposition.
Instead, they said, it is a set of suggestions
aimed at helping the United Nations become,
as GRAMS said, the best United Nations it
can be.

The two officials’ assertions that condi-
tions or so-called benchmarks in the plan are
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only suggestions ran counter to remarks by
Senator Helms on Thursday.

Senator HELMS is quoted
story.

“This bill will prohibit the payment—pro-
hibit the payment—‘by the American tax-
payers of any so-called U.N. arrears until
these congressionally mandated benchmarks
have been met by the U.N.,”” Helms said.

Quote again.

The message to the U.N. is simple but
clear: no reform, no American money for ar-
rears.

On another key point, Mr. Goshko
says:

Washington desires to cut the U.S. share of
the U.N. operating budget from 25 percent to
20 percent. Richardson said it would be his
job to negotiate with the other members to
win such a change. But—

Says Mr. Goshko—

Helms used language implying that attain-
ment of that goal is not subject for negotia-
tion.

Mr. President, let me just say that
clearly at some point or other in this
debate or on some other occasion, we
will have to make up our minds. It will
be impossible for Ambassador Richard-
son or my distinguished friend, Senator
GRAMS, to go to New York and indi-
cate, as the Washington Times said,
and they quote Senator GRAMS:

“These are broad suggestions.”” At a press
conference both men took pains to soften the
edges of a bill most here see as a nefarious
“‘take it or leave it offer. Mr. Grams said he
plans to spend time at the United Nations
this summer selling the package to foreign
envoys.

But at this stage, whether one has
the hard version or the soft version,
my basic question is: is it likely the
money will be repaid at all? And that is
fundamental. If you buy my premise
the United Nations is important, that
it is important for us to make sure it is
beefed up, is stronger, is viable as a
part of our foreign policy, then, at a
minimum, this means we must pay our
arrears. And those arrears are only
slightly owed to the U.N. super-
structure. Most is owed to our allies
with whom we have dealings in many
other fora.

If, in fact, we pass legislation—and I
believe the legislation that came out
with regard to Title XXII, the arrears
section we are discussing, leads to so
many stipulations, not only micro-
management but conditions to a fault,
that the likelihood of very much
money passing to our allies or to the
U.N. is very small.

The Washington Times article and
writer counted as many as 20 condi-
tions that would be required. My staff,
in analyzing title XXII, has found at
least 38. | have discussed briefly some
of the major conditions, and these are
major decisions for the United Nations
must make to get its money and to
make possible our payment of the ar-
rears to our allies. But it is quite a
change from dues in which we pay 25
percent of the U.N. budget to 20 per-
cent and is quite a move for us to get
31 percent dues for peacekeeping down
to 25.

in the
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There are many Americans, not sim-
ply Senators in this Chamber, who
would rather pay less. So | suspect
there will not be an argument that,
given your druthers, it would have
been fine if our statesmen negotiated a
long time ago a U.N. debt for dues for
us of 20 percent as opposed to 25, or for
25 percent for peacekeeping as opposed
to 31.

Mr. President, | think we have to rec-
ognize that we are saying in this legis-
lation is that unless the rest of the
world, the other 183 countries, acqui-
esce to the United States and arbitrar-
ily lower our dues, we will not pay.
There may be a suggestion somehow
that money is going to come forward,
but unless those two requirements are
met, it does not appear to me possible
that payment is likely to occur.

Now, we add on a number of other
conditions such as the fact that U.N.
conferences can occur in only four
cities in the world and the rest of the
world will have to accept that because
we put it in this bill and we have said,
in essence, we are not going to pay un-
less each of these conditions is met.
Perhaps Ambassador Richardson and
Senator GRAMS read this legislation in
a different way and saw all of this leg-
islation as merely suggestions, sort of
ideas that might be kicked around up
there at the U.N. with our friends. That
is not the way the bill reads. It says
you meet our requirements or there is
no money to pay our past dues. And the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee has underlined that view in his own
remarks last Thursday.

So, Mr. President, is the money like-
ly to be paid? Probably not. And that
means that the debate we are having
today is likely to linger. The problem
is there will not be as good a time to fi-
nally take care of this problem than
there is presently. The Budget Com-
mittee, those who have been working
on the overall reduction to zero deficit
in 5 years, set aside the money and
their plan is for us to pay off. If we do
not authorize the money to do that,
then it disappears from the table. It is
unlikely to appear again. | do not sus-
pect that the Congress will be involved
in another 5-year plan for deficit reduc-
tion soon. We will have adopted one.
We will be in the plan. We can choose
to authorize the money and appropri-
ators can finally decide whether to ap-
propriate it. But at this point we come
up with an option, under 20 conditions
or 38 conditions, or however many you
may be able to derive from Title XXII,
that if we decide not to pay any
money, we are going to have a problem,
and that is what | want to discuss.

Now, what are the problems if we
don’t pay? | think the problems are not
only the inevitable weakness of the
U.N., but the quality of our relation-
ships with our allies in the world.
Americans may not realize that is the
problem we are talking about, our rela-
tions with Germany, Great Britain,
Italy, with our NATO allies. At other
times in other fora we are discussing
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NATO expansion, we are discussing
new obligations, and arguing how ex-
tensive those will be. And most Ameri-
cans, including myself, who have ar-
gued for NATO expansion have pointed
out that we anticipate our obligations
will be relatively small. | accept the
estimate of the President of the United
States in his London press conference
with Prime Minister Blair that we will
be paying $150 million to $200 million a
year. But this implies that our Euro-
pean allies will be paying a lot more.
The countries coming in will have to
pay a great deal to bring their infra-
structure up to speed to meet the com-
mon defense principles. Essentially,
the United States will take the posi-
tion with regard to NATO expansion
that burdensharing means a very large
burden taken on by our European allies
for their defense, for the defense of Eu-
rope, and we will argue that that is
perfectly logical; they are the coun-
tries most in harm’s way and that we
already have provided substantial in-
frastructure in Europe. But the stakes
are very high and the money sums are
very large that we are going to ask of
European allies. Now, what if, in the
midst of that argument, we still have
the U.N. arrears situation? There are
Members of the Senate arguing: We
don’t like the United Nations. We
think it’s top heavy with bureaucrats,
that these people are inefficient, that
too many come from countries other
than our own, that essentially they
hold too many conferences in strange
cities all over the world, and we will
not pay either the United Nations or
our European allies until all of this is
terminated—ad seriatim, as you go
through and read Title XXII.

Those negotiations for NATO expan-
sion might be very difficult. | suggest a
whole set of other negotiations may be
very difficult. | had in my office this
afternoon a distinguished Austrian
statesman. We have a lot at stake in
negotiating on agriculture with Eu-
rope, enormous sums, in terms of
whether we come to agreement on
technology, science and on export sub-
sidies and export taxes. There is a lot
at stake for a lot of Americans. Those
negotiations are very tough. We are
coming up to another GATT round in
1999 on agriculture. It is not at all cer-
tain how much headway we shall make.
But it makes an enormous difference,
in billions of dollars of exports, that we
make a lot of headway and that we be
negotiating with friends in good faith.

How in the world can we anticipate
useful negotiations on NATO or the
European agriculture plan or the
GATT situation with the very same
countries to whom we are, in essence,
saying: Sorry, we are not going to pay
because a number of Senators don’t
like the United Nations? They still
have a billboard mentality which says,
‘“‘Get us out of the United Nations.”’

Some of us are going to have to say
on this floor, ‘“Not only keep us in, but
make the U.N. work.” | certainly sub-
scribe to every reform proposal that
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makes sense at the United Nations, and
the Secretary General, who is a friend
of the United States, subscribes to
much of that. | have no doubt if we are
a vigorous player in the United Na-
tions, as opposed to taking the thought
that we are being preyed upon by a
group of nations over whom we have no
control. If we are a vigorous player, we
are going to be able to negotiate
changes that are substantial, and we
are going to have to do that in the Eu-
ropean Community with the agricul-
tural plan and with NATO. There is no
free lunch in this business. The idea
that we can, with an ultimatum, say,
“Take it or leave it,” and that some-
how the United Nations will make
these changes to accommodate us, | be-
lieve is unrealistic.

Mr. President, let us take, hypo-
thetically, one more situation sug-
gested by the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, Senator
KERRY, during the markup in the For-
eign Relations Committee. Senator
KERRY said, from his experience in
dealing with U.N. reform, and he has
had substantial experience on this
topic, he thinks there is a possibility
that all the other 183 countries will ac-
quiesce. They will finally read Title
XXII as the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee adopts it and grudgingly, and with
great passion and recrimination and so
forth, understand that it's lights out
for the United Nations if they don’t ac-
quiesce to the United States, which
they will describe as a bully, as a coun-
try operating totally outside inter-
national norms, as a country that did
not recognize its obligations.

That is still another scenario. | gath-
er proponents of the bill think that is
the best scenario. The United States
wins. We reduce our dues unilaterally
and our peacekeeping moneys. We
managed to bully every other nation
on Earth into acquiescence on the basis
that a United Nations without us
would be unthinkable. | would say,
under those circumstances, we still
have ahead some mighty rough sled-
ding with regard to any other inter-
national organizations or negotiations
on trade, or NATO, or whatever.

The amendment | have offered is a
simple solution. It says, in essence,
that we owe $819 million. We ought to
pay it in 2 years, two equal install-
ments with no conditions, because we
owe it to other countries, essentially.
We owe it to some international orga-
nizations such as the Food and Agricul-
tural Organizations, the FAO. We are
about $100 million behind in our dues
payment to them. We are about to lose
our seat and our vote, even while those
of us in agriculture feel it is very im-
portant we be at the table. There are
consequences for being a deadbeat, for
trying to stiff other countries. We
ought not do it. We ought to affirm
that the United Nations is important,
that we are a leading player, that we
are the leading player in terms of con-
fidence building in international diplo-
macy, in security arrangements which
the United Nations represents.
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| have offered this amendment as a
substitute for the entirety of 18 pages
that contain all of these conditions, an
extraordinary array of pages and lan-
guage. | am hopeful Members and their
staffs will read this before they commit
themselves to a vote in favor of this
provision.

I rise today simply to offer Members
an alternative. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware, the ranking mem-
ber of the committee, has argued with
a great deal of skill in the Foreign Re-
lations Committee markup, that even
if my position is right, even if there is
some logic to what | have to say, the
fact is the alternative was never my
position. The fact is, the very best situ-
ation that he was able to negotiate
with the distinguished chairman of our
committee was for 18 pages of title
XXIIl as they now exist. In essence, we
are faced with the situation, as | read
the logic of the distinguished Senator
from Delaware, of a take it or leave it
with the Senate, quite apart from a
take it or leave it with the rest of the
world. The implication is, if we do not
adopt title XXII as negotiated, there is
likely to be no money, zero money, for
the United Nations.

But | am suggesting that the out-
come of adopting title XXII may very
well be zero money for the United Na-
tions, that you get to zero either way,
that we have not solved the arrears
problem, that the headlines that some-
how or another the United Nations is
about to be revived are premature. Or,
to state Senator KERRY’s position, as |
have already: Somehow, the United Na-
tions gets the money, they go through
all the hoops and with all of the
resentments, recriminations, and dif-
ficulties we have around the world, we
pay dearly, a multiple of whatever has
been squeezed out of this process.

It is not an easy choice for Senators
to make. But that is why | pose it in
these terms and why | believe it is fun-
damentally one of the most important
debates that we shall have about for-
eign policy. It gets to the heart of our
relationship with our friends, with the
rest of the world, and with the United
Nations.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I, myself,
am in the strangest position | have
found myself in, probably, in the 25
years | have been here. | don’t disagree
with a single thing that my friend from
Indiana has stated.

Let me review the bidding, as | un-
derstand it, very, very quickly. No. 1,
we have to decide, is the United Na-
tions useful? Is the United Nations an
important instrument in dealing with
crises and conflicts in the world?
Should we be a part of it? Does it aug-
ment our foreign policy? Is it impor-
tant? Is it vital?

In my view, the answer to every one
of those questions is a resounding yes.
As a matter of fact, | went so far, as
the fellow with whom | engaged in a
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political campaign last year repeatedly
pointed out—I wrote a very long paper,
not too long ago, about 4 years ago,
where | wrote that | believed we missed
an opportunity for making the United
Nations the centerpiece for the archi-
tecture of peace well into the next cen-
tury. | think it has a capacity far be-
yond that which we are asking of it,
and | think it has a capacity that is un-
paralleled by any other potential orga-
nization existing or one that | can con-
template.

I think we do not spend nearly
enough time pointing out what my
friend from Indiana has, that 80 per-
cent of the U.N.’s work is helping de-
veloping countries help themselves.
The fact of the matter is, their work
includes promoting and protecting de-
mocracy and human rights, developing
effective food distribution and food cul-
tivation strategies, assisting disaster
victims, helping nations avert military
threats by providing a diplomatic floor
for dispute resolution. Who else does
that besides the United Nations? Where
else in the world—where in the world
can we possibly go to have any of those
functions undertaken?

Some would say the United States
should do that. The very people who
say the United States should do that
are the very people who, when the rub-
ber meets the road, say, ‘“No, no, no,
no, we should not be involved. We, the
United States, should not be involved.
We can’t be the world’s policemen. We
can’t be expected to do everything.” |
find it ironic, the same people say the
United Nations isn’t worth the powder
to you know what.

So much—all of what the United Na-
tions does, frankly, even though it is
exasperating and time consuming and
frustrating sometimes, is clearly in our
interest. We rely on the United Nations
to provide humanitarian assistance to
millions who otherwise would have no
source of food or shelter. We rely on
the United Nations to eradicate disease
and improve health around the world.
And particularly, it is the United Na-
tions that leads the world in helping
children by providing food and shelter
and by protecting them from the
scourge of disease that threatens their
health in many parts of the world.

We, the United States, rely on the
United Nations to handle the increas-
ing flow of refugees across borders and
to prevent refugees from devastating
and destroying neighboring economies,
security, and the environment. We rely
upon the United Nations to counter
global crimes. The United Nations co-
ordinates the international coopera-
tion to fight terrorism, to counter drug
trafficking. We rely on the United Na-
tions to facilitate and maintain peace.
In short, we rely on the United Nations
in a way that we rely on no other orga-
nization. It is indispensable.

So, that is the place from which we
both start. | think it is fair to say our
voting records for the last 20 years or
so have been almost identical relative
to the United Nations. | have not been

June 16, 1997

one who has voted to cut the United
Nations.

The point that the Senator has made
repeatedly and | have made repeatedly
is the average American thinks, when
we talk about arrearages we owe the
United Nations, they think we owe
money to a bloated bureaucracy out
there that is wasting our money with
all of these ghost employees who are
doing nothing but subsidizing the econ-
omy back home and wasting our money
and then voting against our interests,
and that is where the money goes.

Hardly any of the money that we owe
goes to the Secretariat, goes to pay
salaries at the United Nations, or goes
to turn the heat and light on. The bulk
of the money we owe, we owe to our
friends for the reason my friend said.
We said: Hey, we ain’t sending Gl Joe.
You send your guys. You send your
guys. We can’t be expected to be every-
where. And we vote. We have a vote in
the U.N. Security Council. If we don’t
want to vote to send anybody there, we
can say no, and they don’t go. But we
vote yes because we view it to be in our
policy interests, our foreign policy in-
terests. So, who do we owe? We owe
France, we owe England, we owe Bel-
gium. | have a list right here. | will re-
peat it. It bears repeating: France,
Great Britain, The Netherlands, Paki-
stan, Germany, Belgium, Italy, India,
Canada. That is where the bulk of the
money is we owe—for peacekeeping.

| say to my friend from Indiana, one
of the things | tried to note in nego-
tiating this is: I’'ll tell you what, why
don’t we just pay all the peacekeeping
stuff up front? We can sell that to the
folks here. Even the those that don’t
like the United Nations, they like
Great Britain, they like Germany.
Even the folks that don’t like the Unit-
ed Nations acknowledge France is an
ally. Why don’t we just pay them, no
strings, nothing, pay what we owe,
bingo.

| even tried to put in an amendment.
The Senator used the phrase, ‘‘pass
through.” In a sense, the United Na-
tions is passing through that money to
them. | even came up with language—
I should say this young man on my
staff came up with language—to say:
Guarantee that the money just passes
through, cannot be diverted to go any-
place else: Pass through, pay France;
pass through, pay Belgium, pass
through—et cetera.

Tried that route. As was pointed out
accurately by my friends with whom 1|
was negotiating, ‘“‘Hey, look, we realize
if you pay our friends, then the pres-
sure is relieved. The pressure is re-
lieved. We’re not likely to get these
changes we want in the United Na-
tions.”

So you are right, this is pressure; you
are right. We finally, after all these ne-
gotiations, which included the adminis-
tration, said, ““OK, what do we do? Do
we end up essentially emasculating the
United Nations, causing its further’—
talk about resentment—‘‘further re-
sentment?”’



June 16, 1997

Let me back up. | apologize to my
friend for him having to hear this for
the third time from me. | have heard
from him as well three times, and |
welcome hearing 10 more times, be-
cause he is right on the merits. | was
asked if 1 would have a meeting with
the President of the General Assembly.
I forget how many people he brought
along with him, three or four folks rep-
resenting their countries in the United
Nations, their Ambassadors.

They came down to see me—Il am
paraphrasing as was stated by the
spokesperson for the President—as a
friend of the United Nations seeking
my help. We sat around the conference
table in my office for, I don’t know, an
hour, hour and a half. | listened to
what they had to say.

| said, basically, ‘““You’re right.” |
said, ‘‘Let me get this straight now.
You are saying three things to me:
One, you acknowledge the United Na-
tions needs some reform and you want
that reform to take place anyway and
you’re going to initiate it. But if we
even request, if Senator HELMS’ bench-
mark includes any of the reforms you
have already contemplated you want to
do, if it did, then it would make it
harder for you to do them because peo-
ple would resent the fact that we were
telling you you had to do them.”” | said,
“Do | have that straight?”’

They said, ““Yes, that’s right.”

| said, ‘“‘Let me get the second point.
The second point is you desperately
need a demonstration of the board of
findings of the United States that
we’re going to pay our debt, and that
you can’t wait another year on prom-
ises. It is no longer good enough you
have a President who says he is with
you and you have a minority of Sen-
ators who say they are with you, you
need something tangible right now.”’

“Yes, that’s my second message, Sen-
ator.”

“But your third message is: Give us
the money with no strings now, even if
it is not all of it, in order for us to be
able to get things underway to dem-
onstrate we will reform in order for
you then to have enough votes to
produce the rest of the money.” | said,
““So you acknowledge it is going to
have to be staged, right?”’

“Yes.”

| said, “‘l agree with you, but before
you leave, let me ask you a question.
Given your choice, no money and no
conditions this year or conditions that
are consistent with the things you say
you want to do anyway and you are
willing to attempt to do, and signifi-
cant money this year with a significant
commitment for the bulk of the money
the next year and the remainder the
third year, which do you pick?”’

They said, ‘““We pick the conditions
and money rather than no money, no
conditions.”

So | sat down with the administra-
tion and | said, ‘“OK, folks, you sent up
here a proposal for over a billion dol-
lars in 1 year. Got anybody to support
it besides me?”’
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“Yeah, we got some other people to
support it,” and named, | believe your
name was taken in vain, | say to Sen-
ator LUGAR, and a few others.

I said, “Do you think you have
enough votes to get that done?”’

They said, ‘““No, we don’t think so.”’

“What do you want me to do? Well,
let’s see what we can get done.”

So | met with the Secretary, and |
met with our U.N. Ambassador, our
former colleague from the House. |
said, ‘“You have to tell us your drop-
dead number’’—excuse the expression.
“What is the bottom line on this? If |
can’t get all you need, what is the bot-
tom line on all this? And | want to tell
you what the conditions are here that
Senator HELMS wants. | don’t want any
of those conditions, but what ones can
you live with and what can’t you live
with?”” And we began a long, long proc-
ess of negotiating.

The end result is what you see here.
The end result is the administration,
whether they are right, wrong or indif-
ferent, told me on this part of the U.N.,
they want more. They don’t like the
conditions. They believe the minimum
number should be $1.21 billion. They
don’t believe we owe, by the way, 1 bil-
lion 4. They don’t agree with that.
They don’t think we owe that, which is
the number everybody uses. They say
we don’t owe that.

When the day was done, the Senator
from North Carolina made some sig-
nificant concessions. That left the Sen-
ator from Delaware in a position to
say, ““OK, the U.N. says, bottom line,
they would rather run the risk of not
risking another year of nothing,”” not-
withstanding the fact it will cause
them serious problems. In turn, | think
the Senator is right; it is going to
cause us additional problems. The ad-
ministration says we can do it on this
amount of money and we can make
those conditions work if you stagger
the conditions to the end. “Give us the
bulk of the money upfront and make
the hard conditions at the end.” That
is what they said.

So we go back to the threshold ques-
tion: Is the United Nations in our in-
terest? | believe deeply that it is essen-
tial—essential—to the ability to carry
a sound foreign policy for this country
into the next decade and beyond. OK.

Now, what is the best chance of the
U.N. continuing to be viable? Take a
chance on something that the Presi-
dent of the General Assembly doesn’t
like but acknowledges, given two bad
choices, would rather have, take the
position the President does not like,
our U.N. Ambassador does not like but
believes can get the job done if that is
what it has to be, or go back to square
one, which is debate this on principle—
and I am not belittling and | am not
being a smart guy saying that—debate
the principle of this for another 4
months or 2 months or 6 months or a
year and leave Ambassador Richardson
totally empty-handed, with no money,
not give the Secretary General any-
thing to demonstrate that we have
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other than a minority of us and the
President saying we will pay, the check
is in the mail, or go ahead and do what
is proposed in this legislation?

I honestly believe, unless the admin-
istration is fundamentally wrong in
their calculation, this is in the abso-
lute best interest of the United States
of America and has the greatest pros-
pect of continuing to have the United
States viable than any other alter-
native | can come up with.

The next question, it seems to me, is
reasonable to ask: OK, BIDEN, geez, you
agree with Senator LUGAR, he is your
ally, you are in the same boat on this
thing, you agree with the principle he
is saying, you got this much, why not
go along with him and raise it? Maybe
if you speak up now, you may get
enough votes to get 51 people in this
body to vote up that number.

There is a simple answer to that. It
may not be a good answer in the minds
of most people. The editorial boards of
the New York Times and others won’t
like it, but if | do that, there is no deal.
Then we go back, not negotiating be-
tween 819 and 1 billion 21 or whatever
the Senator’s amendment is going to
say precisely, or saying we pay all the
819 without any conditions and whether
we pay the 819 with conditions, we go
back to zero versus 1.021, or zero versus
819 and no conditions.

| don’t suggest that | know any more
than my friend from Maryland, Sen-
ator SARBANES, and my friend from In-
diana, Senator LUGAR, but | do suggest
I don’t know any less about how this
place works. | do suggest that paying
this over 2 years will be better than
over 3, but the issue is whether it is
over 5 or none when we started this. |
do suggest it is better to have no condi-
tions than the conditions we have in
here, but | suggest it is much worse to
have the original conditions than the
conditions that are in this bill.

I have a vast amount of respect for
both my colleagues. As my friend from
Indiana will tell you, when | thought
that the Senator from North Carolina
was unwilling to raise the level to the
amount that the administration said
they needed, | picked up the phone and
I called the Senator from Indiana, and
I called two other of my Republican
colleagues on the committee, and |
said, “If I offer an amendment to fully
fund this,”” or if we offer it, ‘“‘can we get
it adopted?”’

In the case of two other Republican
Senators, | said, “If | offer it, will you
vote for it?”’

In the case of the Senator from Indi-
ana, | said, “If we offer it, what do you
think our chances are?”’

In the meantime, the Senator from
North Carolina, the chairman of the
committee, said, “All right, | will go to
the minimum number that the admin-
istration says they need, but | won’t go
any further.”

In addition to that, we also were able
to get the number up for the inter-
national organization account for this
year’s State Department authorization
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and a lot of other things that the ad-
ministration wanted.

So here we are. | will end where |
began, where the Senator from Indiana
began. This is one of the most impor-
tant decisions we are going to make.
The viability of the United Nations and
our influence on that organization is
critical to American foreign policy in-
terests, to the interests of the United
States over the next several decades.

Strategically, we have not one bit of
difference. Tactically, is it better to
get what the administration says they
can make work, what the Secretary
General says he appreciates—the at-
tempt we are making and doesn’t know
if he will get funding from, but thanks
for the effort, and what the President
of the General Assembly says he would
rather have, given two bad choices. Is
it tactically better to go that route, to
‘““save the U.N.” and us in it, or is it
tactically better to not go this route,
go the route of the amendment of my
friend from Indiana, and if we win,
hope that my friend from North Caro-
lina says, “Well, | lost here on the
floor, that’s OK by me’’? | choose the
first tactical option for the same stra-
tegic reason the Senator from Indiana
chooses the second.

I had one of my colleagues say, “You
know, you got the chairman to go up to
819. The trouble with you is you just
didn’t have a tough enough bargain.
You could have gotten him to go high-
er. If you just held faster, he would
have gone higher.”

I respectfully suggest, name me
someone else who got the chairman up
to 819 or even remotely close.

There is one other provision | am al-
most reluctant to raise here, but one of
the provisions the chairman has in this
mark is that we get paid money for our
peacekeeping.

The administration believes there are
moneys owed us as well and believes
the U.N. owes us about $107 million.
That is not part of this legislation, but
it is part of the calculus. It may end up
being a fight between OMB and the ad-
ministration—I mean, within the ad-
ministration. It may be a fight in some
other place if the administration really
cares about this. Do not come to me
and tell me it is easier to get another
$107 million from my good friend here
and a majority of his colleagues, our
colleagues who are his allies, if they
cannot work out an internal problem
within the administration.

So we are at least theoretically talk-
ing about $925 million versus $1.021 bil-
lion. We have all been in this business
long enough. If, in fact, our Ambas-
sador to the United Nations—probably
the most skilled negotiator we have
ever had in that spot in the history of
the United Nations—if he cannot figure
out the difference over 3 years for
roughly $90 million, then he is not the
fellow | worked with in the last decade
and a half.

Like | said, as one of my colleagues
said to me, ‘““Joe, I've been here too
long. I'm not doing this on anything
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other than on pure principle anymore.”
Well, that is great. That is great. My
honest opinion—and that was not said
by my friend from Indiana, although he
is an incredibly principled guy—in my
view, tactically, this is the single best
thing that can happen to enhance and
give the greatest prospect for the out-
come that | desire occurring, and that
is, a viable United Nations, with the
United States playing a vital role and
the United Nations playing a vital role.

Again, every argument made by my
friend from Maryland in the committee
and my friend from Indiana in the com-
mittee, and here, is accurate as it re-
lates to whether or not we are impos-
ing on the United Nations. We are. |
might add, I do not know how they
voted, but we voted on legislation that
imposed on the United Nations an IG,
an inspector general. We imposed that
on them. | did not hear anybody stand-
ing on the floor then saying, ‘“We are
imposing on the United Nations.”
Maybe somebody did. It sure did not
reach this level. It is not new.

Some may recall in a previous Re-
publican administration, the Secretary
General discussed with us reducing our
share to 20 percent—actually, below 20
percent, between 10 and 15 percent
—and the then Republican Secretary of
State said, ‘“No, we don’t want to go
that low. It will diminish our influ-
ence.” So it is not like we are coming
out of the blue with a number that can-
not possibly be met.

Agreed, | do not like doing business
this way. If | sign on to a contract,
even though the terms turn against
me, | stick with the contract until—as
our friend from Mississippi, Senator
Stennis, used to say every time you
would look at him—I have one of his
letters he sent me. He said, ‘““You got
to plow the field to the last furrow, to
the end of the road.” Well, that is how
I think contracts work. You plow the
field to the last furrow, to the end of
the road, then negotiate next year’s
crop, then negotiate how many furrows
next year. That is the better way to do
it. That is how | am used to doing busi-
ness.

Personally, as a Senator, as a legisla-
tor, as a man—as a man—this field is
not going to have any crops. It is not
going to grow anything because there
is no plow in the field right now. We
may not have enough of a plow to plow
the field to the last row, to the last
furrow at the end of the row, but, boy,
we have 99 percent of the field covered.

Then, as | said earlier—and | will
yield the floor with this—in a slightly
different context today | said, you
know, I am a Senator. That means |
am an optimist. To be a Senator, it
seems to me, you have to be an opti-
mist. You would not choose this job
knowingly if you thought things were
not going to turn out.

Well, look, 3 years is a long time.
Kofi Annan, the Secretary General,
called me on Friday. | realize that is
nothing unique. I am not the only guy
that has spoken to him. But he called
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me. | happened to have known him in
his former incarnation in the United
Nations. He is one heck of a guy. And
he called and said, ‘““Joe, | want to
thank you for the try.”” He did not say,
“l called and said | think it is a good
deal.”” He said, ““I want to thank you.”
I do not recall whether he said it or |
said it, but he will hear it, so he will
correct me if I am wrong. My recollec-
tion was that one of us said off the oth-
er’s sentence, ‘“Three years is a long
time.”” And then he said, ““‘I hope by the
end of this year many of the very pro-
posals and reforms you’re asking for
will already be done and maybe that
will change some people’s minds.”’

The administration only asks for $100
million in fiscal year 1998, and this
gives them $100 million in fiscal year
1998. The conditions they have to meet
are basically zero. They have to prom-
ise our sovereignty is not in jeopardy,
essentially. The second year, the $400
million and some, the conditions get a
little tougher—not very tough. The
third year, the last $244 million, that is
where the rubber meets the road.

The Senator did not want to do it
that way. The Senator wanted the rub-
ber to meet the road the first date.

Is that a fair statement, | say to my
friend from North Carolina?

He has actually made some genuine,
serious concessions. | said, let us keep
this ball in play. That is my plea. Let
us keep the U.N. in play. Get them
money now. Start to pay back our
debts now. Get it underway now. As |
am one of those guys that thinks once
you put the ball in play, we win—we
will reach the appropriate outcome.

My concern with the approach taken
by my friend from Indiana—and he, as
I said, has been here almost as long as
I have; he is a skilled politician in the
best sense of the word, as well as a
principled, knowledgeable legislator—
he could be right that the route | am
taking you down tactically will not get
us to the strategic objective, and
maybe the way to do this is call the
bluff, call the bluff. But | doubt wheth-
er or not even he believes that if we
were to prevail, or if | were to abandon
this fairly reached deal, that we would
likely, at the end of the process, be any
further along than we were the end of
last year.

Keep in mind—I want to say it again
because | have been absolutely, com-
pletely straight with my friend from
North Carolina—if we go to conference
and they have no money—by the way,
unless something happened in the last
couple days, they have zero, nothing,
for the U.N., zero—if this means we go
to conference and BIDEN is expected to
go from $819 million to $408,500,000,
they have the wrong guy. My bottom
line is $819 million.

So we may not get to there from here
even if we do it my way—not my way,
the way suggested in this legislation.
But | respectfully suggest no one has
laid out for me, and | am anxious to
hear it, how we get from here to there.
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And the ““there”’ is preserving the Unit-
ed Nations, our position within it, its
viability, credibility, and ours as well.

I cannot believe, if the Senator from
Indiana were President—and he would
have made a good one—and | were the
Secretary of State—Il doubt he would
have picked me—I cannot believe, if he
said, ‘““JOE, you go see Chirac, you go
see Blair, you go see Kohl, you work
out something on this arrearages deal
with them.” | cannot believe | could
not get that done for him without dam-
aging my relationship with them and
figuring out a way at the end of the
day—the end of the day, whether that
means 3 years or 5 years or 7 years—to
pay what we owe.

But | do not know how to get from
here to there. Were he President and |
Secretary of State, and he said, ““JOE,
go work out a deal with those guys.
And, by the way, you have no money.
We can’t come up with a nickel. You go
work it out.” | do not know, folks—I do
not know. | think | have a little bit of
a greater faith in this administration
than my colleagues do, and a little
greater faith in the ability of our Am-
bassador to the United Nations to
make this work without suffering the
consequences that could and may be
suffered if this were to pass. But like |
said, | have not heard any other idea.
And | have been working with this too
long to fall on my sword.

| again close where | opened. | think
on the merits—my friend from North
Carolina knows how | feel—I think on
the merits my friend from Indiana is
correct. But | think the merits and the
friendship of the Senator from Indiana
may get me into the girls State cham-
pionship basketball game in Indiana,
maybe, but it will not get me much
further—probably will not even get me
there.

| yield the floor.

Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.
Mr. HELMS. Since

sought the floor——

Mr. SARBANES. Go ahead.

Mr. HELMS. | will be glad to yield.

Mr. SARBANES. No.

Mr. HELMS. How long does the Sen-
ator wish?

Mr. SARBANES. | will yield to the
chairman, obviously.

Mr. HELMS. | understand that. But |
respect the Senator from Maryland. |
want him to have his say.

Certainly, Mr. President, I am not
going to criticize Senator LUGAR. |
think and hope we have been friends
ever since he came here. | have made
several statements publicly in his ad-
vocacy. | think he will acknowledge
that. But he is not in a position in
which he has to make judgments that
will lead to either a successful piece of
legislation or an unsuccessful one, de-
pending on which decision is made.

Senator BIDEN has very eloquently
and accurately described the process by
which the committee brought in a lot

the Senator
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of views and a lot of people, including
the distinguished majority leader,
TRENT LOTT, and the relevant appro-
priations subcommittee chair JubDD
GREGG. As | said in my statement ear-
lier, this bill will not represent every
provision that | want, but | think it is
the best legislation for the American
people. I do not need any pollster to
tell me that; in fact, 1 have found out
that the results often depend on who
the pollster is taking a poll for and
what the people who paid for the poll
want to accomplish with the poll. That
certainly is a game that is played in
politics constantly.

But let me say that speaking, |
think, for a sizable percentage of the
American people—and not having a
poll except the ringing of the telephone
in my office and the fax machine grind-
ing constantly and the mail by the
sackfuls—we do not owe it to the rest
of the world to pay the so-called ar-
rearages to the United Nations for
peacekeeping, and we certainly do not
owe these nickel and dime amounts to
our allies or to anyone else, for that
matter.

Let me set the record straight just a
bit. 1 do not say this with any hos-
tility, but if you think the American
people have not been socked with
enough taxes to support whatever
project or institution that is supported
at the moment, let’s look at the facts.
Since 1950 the United States—that
means the American taxpayers—has
given other countries (free of charge)
$120 billion in military assistance
through grants and loans. In just the
past 10 years, the United States paid
$40.4 billion in military assistance to
another set of countries. | have heard
no moaning and groaning on this floor
about what we owe, but nothing about
all of the support the U.S. has given.

When you add up the low-cost and
no-cost loans to the total assistance
that the American taxpayers have been
forced by their Government—by this
Senate, by the House of Representa-
tives, by the President sitting in the
Oval Office on Pennsylvania Avenue
—the total assistance that the Amer-
ican taxpayers have given out since
1950 amounts to at least $161 billion—
and mind you, that does not include in-
terest that has been forgiven when we
didn’t seek repayment of loans.

In addition, every dime of this has
been given away in years when we did
not balance the budget. These costs are
part of the reason that we have a $5.400
trillion federal debt today. So let me
be clear—we long have bankrolled the
world, and | will cry tomorrow for
those ambassadors from France and
Germany, and even Poland, who say
that they do not like what JESSE
HELMS is doing in the Senate. Well,
Jesse HELMs does not like to have to
do it, but some of us have reached the
point that we have to hold hands tight
and work out a deal that will achieve
long overdue reforms.

Now, this pending bill is the propo-
sition that has been agreed to by the
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President of the United States, by the
Secretary of State, by JoE BIDEN—who
is the ranking Democrat on the For-
eign Relations Committee—and by
countless other distinguished Ameri-
cans whom we have consulted and with
whom we have worked.

Now, let me tell you something. It is
easy to sit back and say, “Well, we
have got to pay our debts.” With what
and on what schedule? Are you going to
add it to the federal debt? What are
you going to cut out of the budget
which we have been unable, thus far, to
get balanced in this body and in the
House of Representatives and then
signed by the President?

We all hear that there is a coalition
of interests, but my primary interest
happens to be the people who pick up
their lunch pail and go to work every
morning, who do not know much about
Congress. They are trusting us to pro-
tect their future and the futures of
their children and grandchildren. Now,
every campaign they are celebrated as
the reason Joe Candidate and Mary
Candidate are running for office, look-
ing for votes. But as soon as the elec-
tion is over, you do not hear much
more except a political speech now and
then.

Now, | have been on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee quite a while. JOE
BIDEN and | held up our hands to take
the oath of office on the same day—
January 3, 1973, right over in that cor-
ner. We have been in the Senate the
same length of time. | have enjoyed
serving with Senator BIDEN because al-
though he and | seldom agree on fun-
damental issues, he always shoots
straight with me—and | think that he
will say that | have shot straight with
him. | am a conservative and I am un-
abashed about it. And JOE, no doubt
about it, is a liberal. That is the way it
goes in this body.

But also on the Foreign Relations
Committee some years ago, | think in
the mid-1980s, one of the bad ladies who
served on the committee—now, | am
not even going to joke about it. She is
one of the sweetest ladies | have ever
known, one of the brightest ladies 1
have ever known, and one of the most
unyielding ladies | have ever known—
and her name was Nancy Kassebaum. It
is now Nancy Kassebaum Baker be-
cause she is the bride of Howard Baker,
the former majority leader of this Sen-
ate.

Now, it was, | believe, 1986 an amend-
ment was enacted into law in the State
Department Authorization Act. And by
the way how many authorization bills
have been passed since that year? Not
many, not many. So the affairs of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
Mr. President, have been handled by
the Appropriations Committee until
this year and we are endeavoring to
have the Foreign Relations Committee
resume its rightful place in the con-
duct of foreign affairs. | do not think it
ought to be conducted by the Appro-
priations Committee.
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But in any case, our former colleague
from Kansas, the then Nancy Kasse-
baum, used a very interesting approach
more than a decade ago in trying to get
a budget reform at the United Nations.
She was so disappointed and so was |
with the way the United Nations was
being operated. Her amendment was
enacted into law for the authorization
act for fiscal years 1986 and 1987. It ex-
plicitly and unilaterally withheld 20
percent of the U.S. contribution to the
United Nations and its specialized
agency until voting reforms took place
at the U.N. Now, | must ask, what is so
unusual about this bill? We are includ-
ing provisions that require reforms in
the same way—by withholding U.S.
contributions. 1 do not know whether
Senator LUGAR was chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee at that
time. If he was, | doubt that he very
strongly opposed Senator Kassebaum.

But the point is we have so many
people who have responsible roles to
play in this matter. We are hearing
from the President and former Presi-
dents, we are hearing from Secretaries
of State and former Secretaries of
State, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera, as
Yul Brenner said in “The King and 1.”

I have a letter from Bob Dole sup-
porting this plan. I ask unanimous con-
sent it be printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. HELMS. | appreciate the re-
marks that Senator LUGAR has made.
But | just wish there would be some
understanding of what our options are.
Sure, we could watch Senator LUGAR
talk about it, but we will end up with
the Appropriations Committee running
for the Senate our role in the foreign
policy apparatus.

I admire Senator LUGAR, always
have, always will, and | refuse to get in
a fuss with him. His amendment is dic-
tating to all those who have worked for
months to arrive at a consensus piece
of legislation how to do things when he
does not have any workable alter-
native. | will still respect him, but I
say that the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and the Senate, has for the
first time in a long time the oppor-
tunity to take its rightful place in the
procedure of determining the foreign
policy apparatus of this country.

I will have more to say, if necessary,
as time goes by, but | hope the Senator
will not press his amendment.

| thank the Chair. | yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
JUNE 12, 1997.

Hon. JESSE HELMS,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Senate Dirksen Office Building
Washington, DC.

DEAR JESSE: | want to take this oppor-
tunity to commend you for a job well done
on your United Nations reform legislation. |
know you have spent many hours ensuring
that our national interests—and the inter-
ests of American taxpayers—are better pro-
tected at the United Nations.

As you know, | have long supported efforts
to achieve reforms in United Nations peace-
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keeping and in the other areas of U.N. oper-
ations. The personnel, budgetary and organi-
zation reforms your legislation requires be-
fore additional U.S. funds go to the U.N. are
comprehensive and long-overdue. 1 am
pleased to see your legislation effectively
precludes U.N. efforts to create a standing
army, impose taxation or control U.S. prop-
erty. | am particularly supportive of the pro-
vision which requires U.N. reimbursement
for all costs associated with U.S. support for
U.N. peacekeeping, and the provision which
lowers the U.S. annual assessment for the
U.N. budget. If such provisions had been in
place in 1993, U.S. taxpayers would have
saved literally billions of dollars.

You have put together an impressive piece
of legislation. |1 congratulate you for leading
a difficult effort that will result in a more
efficient and more limited United Nations,
and help ensure that American interests
come first in our policy toward the United
Nations.

I am writing this letter solely on my own
behalf and the opinions expressed herein are
my own.

Sincerely,
BoB DOLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. | commend the very
able Senator from Indiana for offering
this amendment and for, in effect, crys-
tallizing this issue on the floor of the
U.S. Senate.

I share his view that this is an ex-
tremely serious matter and that the
American commitment to the United
Nations, despite various assertions we
are hearing to the contrary, in fact
may be in the process of being seri-
ously eroded. This is a very important
amendment.

It is my own strongly held view that
the interests of the United States have
been served by our Nation’s active par-
ticipation in the United Nations and
the U.N. system. Over the years, since
the end of World War 11, the U.N. often
has been an effective means of promot-
ing U.S. foreign policy interests. When
we work with and through the United
Nations, we can leverage our resources
and our influence in order to achieve a
much greater impact than we could
unilaterally.

Why do we go to the U.N. and seek
these resolutions to sanction various
actions we take around the world to
serve and protect our national security
interests? Because it gives us an inter-
national mandate to pursue a course of
action, and frequently elicits contribu-
tions from other countries. Sometimes,
in fact, the other countries are the
ones who put their troops on the line,
not the United States, in order to ac-
complish objectives that we regard as
important.

Now, in the last decade, our status as
the U.N.’s biggest debtor has affected
our credibility and undermined our
leadership with our allies and within
the international community. The
United States owes over $1 billion to
the U.N. for regular activities and
peacekeeping, more by far than any
other country. Our arrearages are near-
ly two-thirds of the total amount owed
by all countries to the United Nations.

There has been a misperception that
the U.N. can somehow dictate policies
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to the United States and force us to un-
dertake actions that do not serve
American interests.

This is simply not the case. Nothing
could be further from the truth. U.N.
peacekeeping operations cannot be es-
tablished without the concurrence of
the United States. Of all of these var-
ious peacekeeping operations, none of
them could have happened without
American concurrence in their going
forward.

As a key member of the Security
Council, we are one of five countries
with veto power over all resolutions
that are considered by the council. We
have a veto power that, in effect, can
prevent any action of which we dis-
approve from taking place.

As a country, we pride ourselves for
following the rule of law and holding
our citizens responsible for meeting
various legal obligations. In fact, we
try to get other countries to follow our
example and live up to those standards,
both domestically and internationally.
It is frequently a tremendous challenge
to get countries to respect the basic
rights of their citizens and to act in ac-
cordance with international law.

We ourselves are not now meeting
those high standards, as they relate to
the United Nations. We undertook
commitments under the U.N. Charter,
and we have a responsibility to make
good on them. The starting point here
must be a recognition that this is an
obligation that we freely undertook,
upon which we have defaulted. We have
not met our responsibilities.

Now, this legislation, first of all, does
not provide money to meet all of our
arrears. There has been a negotiating
process between Members of the Con-
gress and the administration. The
United Nations says, well, this is what
we think the United States owes—$1.3
billion and some. The administration
says, no, we think we owe just over $1.0
billion. This legislation has in it just
over $800 million. It does not even have
the figure which the administration
states is what we owe to the United Na-
tions, let alone the figure which the
United Nations asserts that we owe.

The gap between the United Nation’s
assertion and the administration’s po-
sition is largely the consequence of a
unilateral action by the United States
lowering its peacekeeping assessment
from 31 percent to 25 percent. We just
came along and said to the organiza-
tion, well, we are going to cut it, just
like we are doing here now on regular
assessments. This is an organization
with clear procedures for working out
these responsibilities, and we are sim-
ply telling them what the situation is
going to be.

Now, | have no doubt that if some
other country, delinquent in meeting
its obligations, showed up with the de-
mands that we have put in this legisla-
tion, we would be absolutely outraged.
We would say, who do they think they
are and what do they think they are
doing? They had these obligations and
now they are coming in and rewriting
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them unilaterally and imposing these
conditions.

These are conditions on past obliga-
tions. This is not looking to the future.
This isn’t saying, well, we rethought
the matter and we don’t really want to
be part of this organization, unless it
does such and such and so and so in the
future.

These are past obligations. These are
instances in which many countries
have gone out and have put their peo-
ple at risk, at our encouragement as a
matter of fact, and now we come along
and we refuse to pay the bill. We are
refusing, in effect, to reimburse other
countries for sending their troops on
peacekeeping missions that we have
voted for. Many countries have done
that. They have gone and sent their
troops, put their troops’ lives on the
line in order to accomplish these objec-
tives. Our responsibility in most of
those instances was to provide the
money to cover the activities, activi-
ties they were performing for us and
for the entire world. Those missions
have been accomplished. The bill has
not been paid.

The approach taken by Senator
LUGAR would seek to address our pre-
vious obligations in a very straight-
forward manner, and he also, as | un-
derstand it, has a proposal to fully
meet current obligations, thereby ena-
bling us to break out of the cycle of
growing debts and waning influence.

Now, it is asserted here that we are
not trying to micromanage the United
Nations. We just went through this tre-
mendous struggle at the United Na-
tions to get a new Secretary General.
The United States was a moving force
in that effort and, from all indications,
was happy with the change that took
place. Now we are throwing a burden
on the new Secretary General which 1
have serious concerns that he can sus-
tain.

I want to go through just a few of the
kinds of conditions that are going to be
imposed here. | urge my colleagues to
take a copy of S. 903 and go through it
to see the kind of regime it establishes.
Ask yourselves whether this is consist-
ent with our Nation’s participation in
the U.N. for over 50 years now, as gov-
erned by the charter.

First of all, we say that $80 million
can only be made available semiannu-
ally every year on a certification that
the United Nations hasn’t taken any
actions that raise their budget over
what had been projected. What happens
if we get a new peacekeeping respon-
sibility? What happens if there is an
outbreak of hostilities somewhere, and
finally to help bring it under control
the United Nations takes action, as it
has done in other places, and there are
costs associated with that action?
Well, | take it, if they do that without
finding an offset—even with our sup-
port—we must withhold the money.

Twenty percent of the funds made
available each fiscal year are going to
be withheld to comply with a certifi-
cation that is contained on pages 158
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and 159; $50 million is going to be with-
held from disbursement until the Sec-
retary of State certifies that they have
cut a thousand posts from the United
Nations—995 won’t do it; you have to
have 1,000. Then the following fiscal
year we will withhold $50 million from
disbursement until there is a certifi-
cation that the United Nations is run-
ning a vacancy rate of not less than 5
percent.

Now, this isn’t negotiated with the
United Nations. This is not the out-
come of extended discussions as to
what the United Nations is going to do.
This is the Congress telling the United
Nations that this is what it must do.
So, in effect, we are saying that we are
going to run your organization and all
you other countries who pay the bulk
of the cost will have to live with it. |
would note that even with our large as-
sessments, we are still a minority
payor in the U.N. overall.

Then there is a provision, which 1
hope to address later, that provides for
our withdrawal from the United Na-
tions. We have finally come to the
point in this legislation where there is
a serious proposition for withdrawal of
the United States from the United Na-
tions—not an argument about how
much we ought to pay, not an argu-
ment about how fast we pay the arrear-
ages, but provisions that set out a
process for withdrawal. I am frank to
tell you that I never thought | would
see the day we would be facing this. We
ought to confront this challenge head
on. If that is the agenda that is behind
all of this, we ought to fight it out on
the floor of the U.S. Senate.

There are additional conditions that
appear in different places throughout
this legislation. It is not until you
identify them all and look at them
all—they are not all in one place—and
go through them that you begin to ap-
preciate how heavy a burden is being
created here. This bill provides, as the
newspaper stories explain today, that if
the U.N. does not meet all the bench-
marks, they don’t get the money.

There was a press conference up in
New York where some suggested that
these ‘““benchmarks’ were only guide-
lines. But, clearly, they are not simply
guidelines. In fact, they are written as
binding conditions which, if adopted by
the full Congress, will become U.S. law.
So this legislation moves beyond sug-
gestions, recommendations, or propos-
als. These conditions would be manda-
tory elements of U.S. law, and would
have to be carried out.

Now, there is another provision here
that, in the next fiscal year, in order to
release the money, there has to be a
certification by the Secretary of State
that the assessed contributions of the
United States for the regular budget of
the United Nations have been cut from
25 to 22 percent and the following year
from 22 to 20 percent. Now, | think try-
ing to negotiate such a reduction is ac-
ceptable as a goal or an objective of
U.S. policy. But this isn’t negotiating a
reduction, this is a unilateral condition
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on which the payment of our arrear-
ages depends.

Here is what we are doing. We are
coming along and we are saying we are
not going to pay all of our arrearages.
We are not even going to pay the
amount that our own Government has
said we owe. We are going to fall short
on that score. Moreover, we are going
to create new arrearages. So it is not
as though we come in and say, yes, we
are going to pay all of our arrearages,
we will pay our current assessment in
full. We do neither of those two things.

Then we provide those partial repay-
ments under a whole set of conditions,
including that the United Nations re-
duces our assessment—a matter which,
under the U.N. process, needs to be ne-
gotiated and arrived at by consensus.

I ask Members again to stop and
think what their reaction would be if
another country showed up in this
heavy-handed way and started insist-
ing that this is what would have to be
done in order for them to pay up the
obligations which they owe. | daresay
we would not give them the time of
day. So we fall short on meeting the
arrearages, we fall short on the current
payment, and then we tie these pay-
ments to a whole set of conditions. In
effect, we say to the United Nations:
Well, if you want to get any of this
money, you have to do all of this.

Now, | think we must proceed on the
basis of careful consideration of the
United Nations and its role and its im-
portance. If there are those who don’t
think we ought to stay in the United
Nations, we ought to have that debate.
As | have indicated, | think the United
Nations overall has served our inter-
ests. That doesn’t mean we agree with
every single thing they have done or
we necessarily think that it has been
run in an exemplary fashion. It has had
its ups and downs, no question about it.

But the real question is: How did the
United States approach the U.N.? How
is the United States going to exercise
its international leadership in the post-
cold war-period? Is the United States
simply going to dictate, to simply
throw its weight around, and say,
“Well, we are going to make these uni-
lateral judgments. Congress discussed
this; now we are going to bring it to
the United Nations, and you had better
take it, or else?”

They held a press conference in New
York the other day. Our Ambassador
and one of our colleagues at the outset
of this press conference tried in effect
to portray the benchmarks as mere
suggestions. But that portrayal comes
at odds with what Senator HELMS said
in introducing the bill. He said, and |
quote from his statement, ‘““Most im-
portantly, this bill would prohibit the
payment by the American taxpayers of
any so-called U.N. arrears until”—
with the “‘until” underlined—*‘these
congressionally mandated benchmarks
have been met by the U.N.”’

He continues, ‘““The message to the
United Nations is simple but clear: no
reform, no American taxpayer money
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for arrears.” That doesn’t sound like a
suggestion.

So that is where we find ourselves. |
mean we are now at the point where we
are going to dictate these conditions. |
think it is going to cause us great dif-
ficulty at the United Nations. In fact, |
think the committee’s approach of
seeking unilaterally to impose an
American position on the United Na-
tions may well alter the very nature of
our relationship with the U.N. to our
own detriment, let alone to our rela-
tionship with some of the major actors
at the U.N. Many of them are our clos-
est allies over the years and are very
much interested in how the United
States revolves this matter.

So | commend the Senator from Indi-
ana for bringing this issue forward.

The U.N. has been a favorite target of
criticism and abuse. But it has done
good work over the years, and | think
we certainly need it. We need it to con-
tinue to function, hopefully in a
strengthened position. The benchmarks
or preconditions in this legislation—
there are close to 40 of them of one sort
or another in this legislation, not all in
the same place—will not accomplish
that.

The decision to join the United Na-
tions made at the end of World War 11
was one of the most significant and
momentous decisions made in this cen-
tury. It came on the basis of a great
deal of history which had concluded
that the American failure to partici-
pate in the League of Nations was a
very serious error, and that World War
Il might have been prevented had the
United States undertaken an active
international role.

The effective workings of the United
Nations, as it was envisioned by those
who planned it during World War 1l and
in the immediate aftermath, were in
effect brought to a standstill by the
cold war and the consistent exercise by
the Soviet Union of its veto at the se-
curity council. The veto, of course, as |
have indicated, the United States also
has, and has had from the very incep-
tion of the United Nations.

With the implosion of the Soviet
Union and a change in the whole na-
ture of the international arena, the op-
portunities for the United Nations to
carry forward and carry out many of
the responsibilities which had been en-
visioned for it at the time of its found-
ing reemerged in this decade.

It is difficult because many of the
problems they try to contend with are
extremely complex involving enmities
and hostilities of long standing. Nei-
ther the U.N. nor anyone else has a
magic wand they can wave over those
conflicts. But there is an opportunity
for the United States, working through
the United Nations and with the United
Nations, to make a major contribution
to world peace and to world prosperity.
But to do that we need to be full mem-
bers of the organization. And we need
to step up and assume our responsibil-
ities. We are not doing that in this leg-
islation.
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I am very concerned at what the re-
action will be over time. Will they sim-
ply swallow it with great resentment?
Will they feel when all the certifi-
cations can’t be made that they really
have not been dealt with fairly? Will
we be up there managing it in a very
detailed way because condition 21 or
condition 32 has not been complied
with? What do we do when we try to
get nations to work with us in a par-
ticular direction? We can’t compel
them to do it.

We exercise our leadership in a sense
by developing a consensus to support
our position because we think it is the
right position. And here we are taking
a position which is the wrong position
because we are failing to do a very
basic thing, and that is simply meet
our obligations. These are past respon-
sibilities—not future responsibilities.
We are using the fact that we failed to
meet past responsibilities, and now are
talking about meeting some but not all
of them to impose a whole string of
conditions and requirements on the
United Nations. Otherwise you say,
“Well, we simply won’t abide by what
our obligations were.”’

I am frank to tell you that | don’t
think that is the way a great power
ought to behave. The United States is
a great power. The United States is the
great power in the world today. And
with that role come important respon-
sibilities in how we exercise that
power. In my judgment, we are failing
here to exercise those responsibilities
in a manner that will strengthen our
posture in the international commu-
nity. | hope but I fear we may find that
this effort has in the end altered the
nature of our relationship with the
U.N. to the detriment of the United
States.

Mr. President, | yield the the floor.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, 1 have
had several inquiries about how late we
are going. My response has been, of
course, that that is up to the leader-
ship of the Senate. For the time being,
| hope that the distinguished Senator
from Ohio would be recognized to offer
an amendment, and that the pending
amendments be laid aside temporarily,
at the conclusion of which | would ap-
preciate the Chair recognizing me for
any further comment that | may have
received from the majority leader in
regard to how late we will stay here to-
night.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. LUGAR. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, is it the intent of
the distinguished chairman to continue
debate on my amendment? The request
has been made to lay the amendment
aside.

Mr. HELMS. Certainly, as long as the
Senator from Indiana wishes to stay.
But | did not recognize the very distin-
guished remarks of the Senator to be
pro or con on his amendment, at least

Is there
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as they were written. But to respond to
the Senator’s question, | will stay here
as long as he will.

Mr. LUGAR. | thank the Senator. |
would like to be heard again on my
amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, |1 thank
my colleague from North Carolina, and
I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 383
(Purpose: To exclude from the United States

aliens who have been involved in
extrajudicial and political Kkillings in
Haiti)

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and my distinguished
colleague from Florida, Senator GRA-
HAM, | send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), for
himself, and Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an
amendment numbered 383.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title XVI of division B of the
bill, insert the following new section:

SEC. . EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES
OF ALIENS WHO HAVE BEEN IN-
VOLVED IN EXTRAJUDICIAL AND PO-
LITICAL KILLINGS IN HAITI.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-

ing findings:
(1) At the time of the enactment of this
Act, there have been over eighty

extrajudicial and political killing cases as-
signed to the Haitian Special Investigative
Unit (SIU) by the Government of Haiti. Fur-
thermore, the government has requested
that the SIU investigate on a ‘“‘priority
basis’ close to two dozen cases relating to
extrajudicial and political killings.

(2) President Jean-Bertrand Aristide lived
in exile in the United States after he was
overthrown by a military coup on September
30, 1991. During his exile, political and
extrajudicial killings occurred in Haiti in-
cluding Aristide financial supporter Antoine
Izmery, who was killed on September 11,
1993; Guy Malary, Aristide’s Minister of Jus-
tice, who was killed on October 14, 1993; and
Father Jean-Marie Vincent, a supporter of
Aristide, was killed on August 28, 1992.

(3) President Aristide returned to Haiti on
October 15, 1994, after some 20,000 United
States troops, under the code name Oper-
ation Uphold Democracy, entered Haiti as
the lead force in a multi-national force with
the objective of restoring democratic rule.

(4) From June 25, 1995, through October
1995, elections were held where pro-Aristide
candidates won a large share of the par-
liamentary and local government seats.

(5) On March 28, 1995, a leading opposition
leader to Aristide, Attorney Mireille
Durocher Bertin, and a client, Eugene
Baillergeau, were gunned down in Ms.
Bertin’s car.

(6) On May 22, 1995, Michel Gonzalez, Hai-
tian businessman and Aristide’s next door
neighbor, was Kkilled in a drive-by shooting
after alleged attempts by Aristide to acquire
his property.
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(7) After Aristide regained power, three
former top Army officers were assassinated:
Colonel Max Mayard on March 10, 1995; Colo-
nel Michelange Hermann on May 24, 1995; and
Brigadier General Romulus Dumarsais was
killed on June 27, 1995.

(8) Presidential elections were held on De-
cember 17, 1995. Rene Preval, an Aristide sup-
porter, won, with 89 percent of the votes
cast, but with a low voter turnout of only 28
percent, and with many parties allegedly
boycotting the election. Preval took office
on February 7, 1996.

(9) On March 6, 1996, police and ministerial
security guards killed at least six men dur-
ing a raid in Cite Soleil, a Port-au-Prince
slum.

(10) On August 20, 1996, two opposition poli-
ticians, Jacques Fleurival and Baptist Pas-
tor Antoine Leroy were gunned down outside
Fleurival’s home.

(11) Other alleged extrajudicial and politi-
cal killings include the deaths of Claude
Yves Marie, Mario Beaubrun, Leslie Grimar,
Joseph Chilove, and Jean-Hubert Feuille.

(12) Although the Haitian Government
claims to have terminated from employment
several suspects in the Kkillings, some whom
have received training from United States
advisors, there has been no substantial
progress made in the investigation that has
led to the prosecution of any of the above-
referenced extrajudicial and political
Killings.

(13) The expiration of the mandate of the
United Nations Support Mission in Haiti has
been extended three times, the last to July
31, 1997. The Administration has indicated
that a fourth extension through November
1997, may be necessary to ensure the transi-
tion to a democratic government.

(b) GROUNDS FOR EXCLUSION.—The Sec-
retary of State shall deny a visa to, and the
Attorney General shall exclude from the
United States, any alien who the Secretary
of State has reason to believe is a person
who—

(1) has been credibly alleged to have or-
dered, carried out, or materially assisted, in
the extrajudicial and political killings of
Antoine lzmery, Guy Malary, Father Jean-
Marie Vincent, Pastor Antoine Leroy,
Jacques Fleurival, Mireille Durocher Bertin,
Eugene Baillergeau, Michelange Hermann,
Max Mayard, Romulus Dumarsais, Claude
Yves Marie, Mario Beaubrun, Leslie Grimar,
Joseph Chilove, Michel Gonzalez, and Jean-
Hubert Feuille;

(2) has been included in the list presented
to former president Jean-Bertrand Aristide
by former National Security Council Advisor
Anthony Lake in December 1995, and acted
upon by President Rene Preval;

(3) was a member of the Haitian presi-
dential security unit who has been credibly
alleged to have ordered, carried out, or ma-
terially assisted, in the extrajudicial and po-
litical killings of Pastor Antoine Leroy and
Jacques Fleurival, or who was suspended by
President Preval for his involvement in or
knowledge of the Leroy and Fleurival
killings on August 20, 1996; or

(4) was sought for an interview by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation as part of its in-
quiry into the March 28, 1995, murder of
Mireille Durocher Bertin and Eugene
Baillergeau, Jr., and were credibly alleged to
have ordered, carried out, or materially as-
sisted, in those murders, per a June 28, 1995,
letter to the then Minister of Justice of the
Government of Haiti, Jean-Joseph Exume.

(c) EXEMPTION.—This section shall not
apply where the Secretary of State finds, on
a case by case basis, that the entry into the
United States of the person who would other-
wise be excluded under this section is nec-
essary for medical reasons, or such person
has cooperated fully with the investigation
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of these political murders. If the Secretary
of State exempts such a person, the Sec-
retary shall notify the appropriate congres-
sional committees in writing.

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—(1) The Unit-
ed States chief of mission in Haiti shall pro-
vide the Secretary of State a list of those
who have been credibly alleged to have or-
dered or carried out the extrajudicial and po-
litical killings mentioned in paragraph (1) of
subsection (b).

(2) The Secretary of State shall submit the
list provided under paragraph (1) to the ap-
propriate congressional committees not
later than three months after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(3) The Secretary of State shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
list of aliens denied visas, and the Attorney
General shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a list of aliens refused
entry to the United States as a result of this
provision.

(4) The Secretary shall submit a report
under this subsection not later than six
months after the date of enactment of this
Act and not later than March 1 of each year
thereafter as long as the Government of
Haiti has not completed the investigation of
the extrajudicial and political killings and
has not prosecuted those implicated for the
killings specified in paragraph (1) of sub-
section (b).

(e) DEFINITION.—INn this section, the term
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’
means the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, my
amendment really is a very simple
amendment. The amendment that Sen-
ator GRAHAM and | have offered would
deny entry into the United States to
anyone who has been credibly alleged
to have ordered or carried out
extrajudicial and political Killings in
the country of Haiti.

Mr. President, to an extent almost
unimaginable to us who live in the
United States, the history of Haiti has
been a sad chronicle of brutal and re-
peated acts of political violence. Some
of these extrajudicial killings occurred
while former President Aristide was in
exile. Some of these killings occurred
after he returned to power. And trag-
ically they have continued to occur
after Mr. Aristide left office and Presi-
dent Preval became President.

During Mr. Aristide’s exile, the vic-
tims included Mr. Aristide’s financial
support, Antoine Izmery, who was
killed on September 11, 1993; Guy
Malary, Mr. Aristide’s Minister of Jus-
tice, who was killed on October 14, 1993,
and Father Jean-Marie Vincent, an
Aristide supporter who was killed on
August 28, 1992.

Mr. President, after
Aristide regained power,
other side’s turn.

On March 28, 1995, a leader of the op-
position to Mr. Aristide, attorney
Mireille Durocher Bertin, was gunned
down in her car. One of her clients, Eu-
gene Baillergeau, was also killed in the
shooting.

On May 22, 1995, Michel Gonzalez was
Killed in a drive-by shooting—after al-
leged attempts by Mr. Aristide to ac-
quire his property.

President
it was the
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Three former top army officers were
assassinated: Col. Max Mayard, killed
on October 3, 1995. Col. Michelange Her-
mann, Killed on May 24, 1995. And Brig.
Gen. Romulus Dumarsais, killed on
June 27, 1995.

Since the inauguration of President
Preval, further Kkillings have taken
place.

On March 6, 1996, police and ministe-
rial security guards killed at least six
men during a raid in Cite Soleil in
Port-au-Prince.

On August 20, 1996, two opposition
politicians—Jacques Fleurival and Pas-
tor Antoine Leroy—were gunned down
outside Mr. Fleurival’s home. And the
death toll goes on and on: Claude Yves
Marie. Mario Beaubrun. Leslie Grimar.
Joseph Chilove. Jean-Hurbert Feuille.

The Haitian Government has as-
signed over 80 extrajudicial and politi-
cal killing cases to the so-called Spe-
cial Investigative Unit, the SIU. The
Haitian Government says that they
have fired several government employ-
ees who are suspects in these Kkillings.
But the sad fact remains that there has
been no substantial progress made in
these investigations. With the excep-
tion of one case that did go to trial
where there was an acquittal, no one
else has been tried. No one else has
been convicted and no one has been
punished for any of these assassina-
tions.

Clearly, Mr. President, we need to do
everything in our power to encourage
the Haitians to bring the killers to jus-
tice. We as a nation have made a sub-
stantial investment in the building of
Haitian democracy. And the plight of
Haitian boat people demonstrates very
clearly and dramatically that moving
Haiti into some level of stability is
clearly in our national interest.

But peace, democracy, and stability
will not set down firm roots in Haiti
unless and until the Haitian people
themselves finally believe that power
in their country can no longer be won
at gunpoint.

The days when political murders can
be carried out with impunity must be
brought to an end. This amendment
that my colleague, Senator GRAHAM,
and | are now offering tells the Haitian
people that political murder is no
longer business as usual as far as the
U.S. Government is concerned. In our
view, it is time to stop adding names to
the death toll of Haitian politics.

The premise behind this amendment
is that visiting the United States is a
privilege, one that should not be taken
for granted. By not allowing these Hai-
tian political murderers into our coun-
try, we send a strong message to them
and to all people that political violence
in Haiti will not be ignored by the
United States.

This amendment does exempt persons
on a case-by-case basis for medical rea-
sons and cases in which the person has
cooperated fully with the investigation
of these political murders. This amend-
ment also includes a reporting require-
ment. Our administration would be di-
rected to submit to the appropriate
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congressional committees:) a list of
those who have been credibly alleged to
have ordered or carried out the
extrajudicial and political Kkillings;) a
list of those who have been refused
entry to the United States as a result
of this provision; and a report on this
matter to be submitted once each year
until such time as the Government of
Haiti has completed the investigation
of the extrajudicial and political
Killings and has prosecuted those im-
plicated in the Killings.

This amendment really is a very
practical expression of our solidarity
with the Haitian people, our solidarity
with the Haitian people, as they aspire
to real and true democracy and as they
aspire to a peaceful civil society based
on the rule of law instead of brutal vio-
lence.

For too long, for tragically too long,
violence, political violence has been
the way of life in Haiti. Whether the
government is led by General Cedras or
President Aristide or President Preval,
one sad truth remains: Too many Hai-
tians die, too many Haitians die due to
political violence.

In past remarks on this Senate floor,
I have outlined some of the measures
the United States has taken and is tak-
ing to help the Haitian people break
the cycle of violence. We are helping to
train and provide resources for the SIU
detectives who | talked about a mo-
ment ago, and we have sent experi-
enced U.S. police officers to help men-
tor the young civilian police.

As | have said on this floor on several
occasions, one of most heartening
things as | have visited Haiti now four
times in the last several years is to see
the young American, big-city police of-
ficers, Creole-speaking, Haitian born
but United States citizens who are
down there, trying to make a dif-
ference with this young police force. So
there are things that are happening.
Progress is being made. There is some
good news. Haitians are making
progress in a very tough, uphill battle.

The adoption of this amendment will
not solve their problems. It certainly
will not solve their problems over-
night, but | believe it will help. It will
tell the Haitian people that we in the
United States are on the side of every-
one in that country who wants to cre-
ate jobs, who wants to create hope; we
are on the side of everyone in Haiti
who wants a peaceful life, and we are
on the side of everyone in Haiti who
wants justice.

When a country tries to move to de-
mocracy, we always look to see wheth-
er there is peaceful transition of power.
We look to see whether or not there are
elections and whether they are free and
fair elections. We sometimes forget
that that is not the only indicator of
democracy and certainly is not the
only indicator of whether or not that
country will be able to preserve a frag-
ile democracy.

The other thing we have to look at is
whether or not people feel they can
have redress in the courts and whether
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or not, if someone, tragically, is mur-
dered, or someone is injured, they have
the opportunity or there will be the op-
portunity for their assailants to be
brought to justice. This amendment
deals with that and | believe will help
the Government of Haiti and help the
people of Haiti continue to progress to-
wards the democracy that we want
them to have and that they want. And
the understanding must be that democ-
racy is not just about elections, how-
ever important they are, but it is also
about redress in courts. It is also about
justice. It is also about a judicial sys-
tem in which the general population
can have confidence and faith. The
solving of some of these high-profile
political murders will go a long way to
bringing about that type of confidence
for the people of Haiti and will go a
long way to creating the climate that
we know must exist in Haiti if democ-
racy is, in fact, to flourish and to sur-
vive.

I ask, as | conclude my remarks,
unanimous consent to insert at this
point in the RECORD a letter which is
referenced in this amendment. It is a
letter bearing the date of June 28, 1995,
from the Justice Department of the
United States to the Minister of Jus-
tice of Haiti. | ask unanimous consent
this letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION,
Industrial Park, Haiti, June 28, 1995.
JEAN JOSEPH EXUME,
Minister of Justice, Government of Haiti,
Port-Au-Prince, Haiti.

DEAR MINISTER EXUME: Following is a list
of individuals the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation (FBI) intends to interview in the
immediate future as part of its ongoing in-
vestigation of the assassination of Mireille
Durocher Bertin and Eugene Baillergeau, Jr.,
on 3/28/95.

A. From the IPSF:

Maj. Dany Toussaint

Capt. Mendes Lesly Petion

Lt. Youri Latortue

Lt. Mignard Jean-Pierre

Lt. Ruguins Andre

Sgt. Fabien Lucien

Joel Jean (GTMO)

Leslie Sainton (GTMO)

B. From the National Palace:

Maj. Joseph Medard

Cpt. Richard Salomon

Col. Pierre Cherubin 11

Lt. Col. Jean Marie Celestin

In addition to the interviews stated above,
the following officers have agreed to take a
polygraph examination as indicated below:

Lt. Pierre-Onil Lubin, 7/4/95, 1000 HRS.

Lt. Richard Cadet, 7/5/95, 1000 HRS.

Lt. Raynald St. Pierre 7/6/95, 1000 HRS.

The polygraph examinations will be con-
ducted at the Light Industrial Couplex (LIC).

All appointments will be made by inter-
viewing agents with Maj. James Jean-
Baptiste for IPSF personnel and with Me.
Francois Dormevil for those working at the
palace. Thank you for your cooperation in
this matter.

Sincerely,
RICHARD J. GIANNOTTI,
Supervisory Special Agent
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Mr. DEWINE. | thank the Chair. |

thank again my distinguished col-
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league, the chairman of the committee,
Mr. HELMS from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. | thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | support
this amendment and | have a hunch
that most Senators will. | will be sur-
prised if there are many Senators who
will not support the amendment.

Since the United States returned
Aristide to power in Haiti, there have
been dozens upon dozens of politically
motivated assassinations carried out
by Haitian security forces trained by
the United States. These people who
have been assassinated in almost all
cases, as | understand it, have been op-
ponents of Mr. Aristide. Does the Sen-
ator agree with that?

Mr. DEWINE. If | could respond to
my colleague, tragically, political mur-
ders have continued. We saw them be-
fore Aristide came to power, we saw
them during the time he was in power,
and we have continued to see them
with the current President, President
Preval. | believe it is very important
that the people of Haiti must see that
no matter who is in power, no one is
above the law and supporters of some-
one in power are not above the law.

Mr. HELMS. Right. In any case, Mr.
President, despite the American tax-
payers being required to put up the
money to prop up the Haitian Govern-
ment with U.S. troops, and the expend-
iture of something like $2 billion, the
Haitian Government has rebuffed all of
the attempts by our Government to in-
vestigate these murders. The human
rights situation has disintegrated to
such a point that last year President
Clinton had to rush diplomatic secu-
rity officers to Haiti to protect
Aristide’s replacement, President
Preval, from his own palace security
guards whom the United States had
trained and equipped.

Here is one example of so-called jus-
tice in Haiti today. Michel Gonzalez
lived next door to Mr. Aristide. Mr.
Gonzalez was gunned down in May of
1995 outside of his home after refusing
to sell his property to Mr. Aristide.
The Haitian Government claims that
the autopsy report was lost and the
Haitian Government refuses to turn
over critical evidence to the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

One of those implicated in orches-
trating the assassination is Dany
Toussaint, who got a U.S. green card as
an ‘“‘agricultural worker”’—and | wish |
knew how to put oral quotation marks
around agricultural worker. In any
case, he has been allowed to roam free
in the United States, and in Haiti. It
seems to me that spending $2 billion on
a regime that protects murderers is
bad enough, but allowing these assas-
sins to come into the United States is
quite another thing. It is not only asi-
nine; it is breathtaking in its stupid-
ity.

)I/n 1993 and 1994, | took some flak as
a Senator because | warned that when
Aristide and his cronies were fully dis-
closed, the record would be clear that
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they are or were anti-American thugs.
There is no other way to put it.
Aristide himself rose to prominence
making hate-filled diatribes against
the United States of America. He ac-
cused the United States of having some
strange diabolic design on Haiti.

Now, | noticed in yesterday’s Wash-
ington Post a report that Mr. Aristide
is engineering a bid to resume power in
Haiti even though it is against Haiti’s
Constitution for him to be President
again.

According to this article, and | quote
from the Washington Post: ‘“‘Arrested
is rallying his militants by blaming
U.S. imperialism for the woes of Haiti’s
poor.” That is some thanks, | guess, for
the billions of dollars of American tax-
payers’ money spent in Haiti or on be-
half of Haiti.

There is no getting around the fact
that the lives of American servicemen
and women were put at risk and bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars have been
wasted to prop up a government run by
corrupt cronies of Arrested—people
who hate America and who sanction as-
sassinations against political oppo-
nents.

Mr. President, it boils down to this:
If the Haitian Government will not
prosecute these assassins, the least we
can do is deny them U.S. visas.

I wonder if Senator BIDEN is avail-
able. 1 would like to get the yeas and
nays. | presume the Senator wants the
yeas and nays?

Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. DEWINE. | would like a rollcall
vote, if we could.

Mr. HELMS. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware will have to be on
the floor in order to get them, but we
will get the yeas and nays and have a
rollcall vote, probably an early vote to-
morrow morning.

| thank the Senator. | have received
no further information from the lead-
ers about how late we should go, so |
think it is time to hear from the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana again,
Mr. LUGAR.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 382

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | thank
the Chairman and the Chair. Let me
summarize. Earlier in the afternoon |
offered an amendment to strike Title
XXI1 from the legislation dealing with
the United Nations. Essentially, | call
for payment of our debt in 2 years,
without conditions.

Title XXII, as we observe, contains 18
pages of conditions. That is the issue.
Senator BIDEN, the distinguished rank-
ing member of the committee, argued
that he believed in principle that my
arguments were correct. He argued
that pragmatically, in the negotiation
that he had encountered with the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina, the chairman led him to believe
that the amounts of money, $819 mil-
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lion, and the conditions that are im-
posed by Title XXII were the best ar-
rangement that was possible under
these circumstances.

The distinguished Chairman, Senator
HELMS, has argued that the Foreign
Relations Committee ought to take ac-
tion, as opposed to allowing the appro-
priators to take action, as so often has
been the case with matters before our
committee in recent years. | certainly
subscribe to that thought, that we
ought to take action. Clearly this bill
as a whole is an attempt to do so in a
very comprehensive and positive way.
But it is important that Members real-
ize the gravity of the debate that we
are having on the United Nations.

Senator SARBANES, | think correctly,
in his remarks, mentioned that the
very thought of withdrawal, which ap-
pears in this bill, is a very serious busi-
ness. Earlier | suggested that it is not
at all beyond conjecture that there will
be no money paid to the United Na-
tions given the severity and the num-
ber of conditions that are required;
that Members, in casting a vote on
this, have to consider that casting that
vote imperils the United Nations, quite
apart from our reputation for paying
our debts to our allies who have been
involved in peacekeeping operations
which we supported.

These are serious matters. A basic di-
lemma is that the language is very
complex. Many Senators may not have
had an opportunity to read what the
conditions are and all the reasons why
this Senator argues it will be very dif-
ficult for the payments to be made.
Senators may not have realized the im-
plications of nonpayment, noncoopera-
tion, and nonleadership on our part
could imperil the United Nations. If
Senators are, in fact, of a mind that
they really do not care or if they be-
lieve the United Nations has served its
time and that this is an unusual back-
door way of finalizing the problem,
that is one point. But if Senators be-
lieve, as do two-thirds of the American
people, that the United Nations is im-
portant, that we ought to be taking
leadership, that we ought to be paying
our debts, then Senators will vote to do
so. They will support my amendment.

It is not inconceivable that my
amendment should pass and that we
should proceed along this course of ac-
tion. What has been argued this after-
noon by the distinguished Ranking
Member of the committee is that the
distinguished Chairman disagreed with
payment of very much money, and the
distinguished Chairman insisted upon a
large number of conditions. Appar-
ently, he acquiesced and finally al-
lowed some of the funds to be stricken
from the legislation. That is the argu-
ment we are having. | would simply say
that Senators must consider this, | be-
lieve quickly, because the timeframe of
all this debate is very rapid. If there
were more time, my guess is that
around the Nation, members of the
general public, editorial writers in
newspapers, opinion leaders in foreign
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policy would agree, this is very serious.
This is a moment of truth for the Sen-
ate with regard to the United Nations.
There would be time for many people
to reflect upon this, including Senators
who must vote. And it is very possible
that Senators would decide we really
want to take leadership and we want to
affirm the ties that we have with our
allies to whom we owe the money.

As we have pointed out again and
again, $658 million is owed to countries
such as Great Britain, France, Ger-
many, lItaly and other friends and al-
lies—not to the Secretariat of the
United Nations or the structure that
has been described as overblown. That
is a red herring; just 5 percent of the
money is owed to the United Nations
per se. The real issue is whether we
will meet our obligations to our
friends, whether we will take leader-
ship at the United Nations, whether we
will assert that the United Nations
should continue as an important part
of our foreign policy.

Mr. SARBANES. Will
yield for a question?

Mr. LUGAR. Yes, | will be pleased to
respond.

Mr. SARBANES. Are these obliga-
tions to our friends, to which the Sen-
ator has referred, those instances in
which our allies undertook actions
under the umbrella authority of the
United Nations, often with the use of
their own troops, to carry out activi-
ties which the United States supported,
which the United States made the
judgment served our own national se-
curity interests? Would that be cor-
rect?

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct, that our interests were
served. We voted for peacekeeping op-
erations. Other nations stepped for-
ward, and we agreed to pay our fair
share of the money and not to send our
troops.

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will
yield further, in fact, in some of those
instances, while we wanted the activity
done, we were unwilling to commit our
own forces directly in order to do it,
and the problem was then resolved by
the willingness of other countries to
commit their forces in order to carry
out these important activities; was
that not the case?

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is correct.
Of course, one of the most vivid and re-
cent experiences was that in Bosnia, to
which our country for some time did
not wish to commit forces, did not wish
to commit NATO or get a vote of our
NATO allies. So, as a result, other na-
tions attempted to bring about peace
in Bosnia largely because our Nation
stood aside but indicated to them they
ought to carry on.

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will
yield further, in fact, if we cannot con-
tinue to work this way, | take it that
if confronted with a crisis abroad, our
choices would either be to do nothing
or to become involved unilaterally and
directly, by ourselves. We would lose
what, it seems to me, has been a very

the Senator
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effective weapon for serving U.S. inter-
ests without necessarily committing
the United States directly in the activ-
ity. Would that be correct?

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator has stated
the options all too vividly; namely, we
respond to security crises by ourselves
or we say nothing is going to happen in
the world. And worse still, we lose the
option, if we do not have the United
Nations, of going as we did to the Secu-
rity Council, at the time the United
States presided, during Desert Storm
when we obtained a Security Council
resolution that brought a number of
nations to our side in a very, very im-
portant endeavor.

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will
yield on that very point, it was my
very strongly held impression that ob-
taining the resolution of the Security
Council, in effect, gave legitimacy to
the strongly driven U.S. action, in
terms of international approval that
otherwise would have been lacking or
missing in the situation.

We treat these U.N. participations as
though they don’t count for very much.
Yet, around the world, the fact that
the United States has gone to the Unit-
ed Nations and gotten the United Na-
tions to approve it, gives a legitimacy
to the activity that might not be there,
at least in the eyes of some countries,
if the United States were simply to un-
dertake it directly, without this appro-
bation from the international commu-
nity.

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is correct.
As the Senator will recall, we took this
international legitimacy as a basis for
our literally asking other nations all
around the globe to pay the bulk of the
moneys for Desert Storm. As | recall,
over $50 billion was collected from
Japan, from Germany, and from many
of the nations that are being cited now
as countries to whom we owe money in
other peacekeeping endeavors.

Mr. SARBANES. | thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. LUGAR. | thank the Senator for
his questions.

Mr. President, during this debate,
strangely enough, we have really not
argued about the text of the 18 pages
that | wish to eliminate with my sub-
stitute amendment. No Senator has
risen to defend that language and the
labyrinth of the conditions that are in-
volved in it. Rather, we have had a sug-
gestion that this was the best that
could occur, given the players in the
legislative drama. | say it is not good
enough. As a matter of fact, | believe
that very drastic circumstances not in
our interest are liable to arise from
this language. This is why | make a
point of it.

I have not generally not offered
amendments to this legislation. | be-
lieve the reorganization efforts and a
good number of reforms that the com-
mittee has brought about in this legis-
lation are important. But | believe the
particular item we are talking about
now with regard to continuation of the
United Nations is a critical item and
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deserves underlining. It deserves atten-
tion, it deserves careful reading by all
Senators prior to vote on my amend-
ment or on final passage of legislation
that will contain this arrears provi-
sion.

I conclude simply by saying that |
believe the United Nations is impor-
tant for our foreign policy. | believe we
ought to be vigorous in taking inter-
national leadership, in making certain
that the United Nations fulfills our as-
pirations in working constructively
with other nations. | believe we ought
to pay our obligations to other nations.
I believe, as a matter of fact, if we do
so, we are likely to be more effective in
our negotiation with many of the same
nations in other vital international ne-
gotiations that will continue on the ex-
pansion of NATO, on freer and fairer
trade around the globe, and on a num-
ber of things that are very important
to our security and bread-and-butter
interests.

Mr. President, at the appropriate
time, | will ask for the yeas and nays.
As neither the Chairman nor Ranking
Member are on the floor, | suspect the
Chair may or may not be in a position
to grant that.

I will ask for the yeas and nays on
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not a sufficient second.

Mr. LUGAR. | thank the Chair.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, what
does constitute a sufficient second? |
am carrying Senator BIDEN’S proxy.
Could we just have a gentleman’s
agreement on that?

Mr. LUGAR. | renew my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
now appears to be a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays are ordered.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Maryland yield to the
Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. HELMS. We have just one thing
we would like to do—

Mr. SARBANES. Can | make a 30-sec-
ond statement, and then 1 will yield
the floor.

Mr. President, | simply commend the
Senator from Indiana for sounding the
alarm in the night, and | very much
hope that Members will carefully read
through the actual provisions of this
legislation. It is very important that
they do that. This is a very important
issue. | thank the chairman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

AMENDMENT NO. 383

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on the
same basis that we granted the yeas
and nays on the question on Senator
LUGAR’s amendment, | ask for the yeas
and nays on Senator DEWINE’s amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?
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There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HELMS. | thank the Senator. We
have one more thing that we need to do
on Senator GORTON’s amendment,
which we will approve on a voice vote.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

AMENDMENT NOS. 378 AND 379, WITHDRAWN

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent, on behalf of my-
self, Senator DURBIN and Senator
BIDEN, that amendments Nos. 378 and
379 be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 378 and 379)
were withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 384

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator DURBIN, myself, Senator
HELMS, Senator ROTH, Senator
BROWNBACK, and Senator BIDEN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
ToN], for himself, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HELMS,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. BROWNBACK,
proposes an amendment numbered 384.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title XVI, add the following:
SEC. DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-

TRIES ELIGIBLE FOR NATO EN-
LARGEMENT ASSISTANCE.

(1) DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-
TRIES.—Effective 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, Romania, Esto-
nia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Bulgaria are
each designated as eligible to receive assist-
ance under the program established under
section 203(a) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994 and shall be deemed to have been so
designated pursuant to section 203(d)(1) of
such Act, except that any such country shall
not be so designated if, prior to such effec-
tive date, the President certifies to the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate that the
country fails to meet the criteria under sec-
tion 203(d)(3) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994.

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The designa-
tion of countries pursuant to paragraph (1)
as eligible to receive assistance under the
program established under section 203(a) of
the NATO Participation Act of 1994—

(A) is in addition to the designation of
other countries by law or pursuant to section
203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to receive as-
sistance under the program established
under section 203(a) of such Act; and

(B) shall not preclude the designation by
the President of other emerging democracies
in Central and Eastern Europe pursuant to
section 203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to re-
ceive assistance under the program estab-
lished under section 203(a) of such Act.

(3) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that Romania, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, and Bulgaria—

(A) are to be commended for their progress
toward political and economic reform and

The
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meeting the guidelines for prospective NATO
members;

(B) would make an outstanding contribu-
tion to furthering the goals of NATO and en-
hancing stability, freedom, and peace in Eu-
rope should they become NATO members;
and

(C) upon complete satisfaction of all rel-
evant criteria should be invited to become
full NATO members at the earliest possible
date.

Mr. GORTON. This amendment, Mr.
President, merges together two amend-
ments related to NATO enlargement
offered earlier by Senator DURBIN in
the case of amendment No. 378, and
myself and others in connection with
amendment No. 379.

I understand, through the gracious-
ness and thoughtfulness of the senior
Senator from North Carolina and Sen-
ator BIDEN from Delaware, that this
amendment has now been agreed to. It
does express United States support for
working toward the qualification of
five nations for NATO—the three Bal-
tic States, Lithuania, Latvia and Esto-
nia, together with Romania and Bul-
garia. The latter was suggested by Sen-
ator BIDEN and expresses the view of
the Senate that when each of those na-
tions has become qualified for that
membership, that that membership
ought to be granted.

| spoke earlier about my strong feel-
ings, strong feelings with which | know
Senator DuURBIN particularly concurs,
in favor of the Baltics after their long
struggle through half a century of
darkness to their independence and
their growing democracies.

Romania, of course, has been sug-
gested by a number of European coun-
tries for membership at the current
time. It has had dramatic changes to-
ward democracy and responsibility in
recent years. Bulgaria, just in the last
few months, now seems to be moving in
that direction.

We all feel that as they qualify, they
ought to be welcomed into this united
group of Western European and North
Atlantic nations into the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization. Each of them
will contribute to it, each of them will
be strengthened by it, not just from
the point of view of their physical secu-
rity, but | might put it their moral se-
curity as well, their desire to be a part
of the world from which they were ex-
cluded for so long by the Soviet Union.

This amendment is identical, with
one exception, to an amendment al-
ready passed in the House of Rep-
resentatives. The wording is precisely
the same. Bulgaria, at the suggestion
of Senator BIDEN, has been added.

With that, Mr. President, | think I
speak for each of the sponsors and |
thank Senator HeLms for his under-
standing and support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 384) was agreed
to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. | suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, |1 ask
unanimous consent that Senator
D’AMATO be added as a cosponsor to the
amendment which was just approved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. | suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, |1 ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, may | in-
quire, is Senator DURBIN’s amendment
No. 377 still pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is.

AMENDMENT NO. 377, WITHDRAWN

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator DURBIN. This amendment
modifies the amendment relating to
the one filed earlier by him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

Mr.
stand
being withdrawn?
make it clear.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Durbin amendment No. 377 be with-
drawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 377) was with-
drawn.

The

HELMS. Did the Chair under-
that the Durbin amendment is
Perhaps | didn't

AMENDMENT NO. 385

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, now |
send to the desk on behalf of Senator
DURBIN an amendment on the same
subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HeLMms], for Mr. DURBIN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 385.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title XVI, add the following
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):

SEC. . SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING UNITED

STATES CITIZENS HELD IN PRISONS
IN PERU.

It is the sense of the Senate that—

(1) as a signatory of the International Cov-
enant on Civil and Political Rights, the Gov-
ernment of Peru is obligated to grant pris-

The
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oners timely legal proceedings pursuant to
Article 9 of the International Covenant on
civil and Political Rights which requires
that ‘‘anyone arrested or detained on a
criminal charge shall be brought promptly
before a judge or other officer authorized by
law to exercise judicial power and shall be
entitled to trial within a reasonable time or
to release;”” and that ‘“‘anyone who is de-
prived of his liberty by arrest or detention
shall be entitled to take proceedings before a
court, in order that that court may decide
without delay on the lawfulness of his deten-
tion and order his release if the detention is
not lawful;”” and

(2) the Government of Peru should take all
necessary steps to ensure that any U.S. citi-
zen charged with committing a crime in that
country is accorded open and fair proceed-
ings in a civilian court.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | want to
commend Senator DURBIN for calling
attention to the problems with the ju-
dicial system in Peru. He has laid out
some very specific cases of two United
States citizens who are residents of his
State of Illinois.

I would also like to call to the atten-
tion of my colleagues the case of Ms.
Lori Berenson of New York. Ms.
Berenson was convicted of treason by a
secret military tribunal in January
1996. Since then she has been serving a
very tough sentence under exceeding
harsh conditions in the Yamamayo
prison.

Mr. President, | do not know about
the innocence or guilt of Ms. Berenson
with respect to the crimes with which
she has been charged. What | do know
is that she was not accorded a fair and
open trial which is a hallmark of any
democratic legal system. On August 6,
1996, | joined with 19 other Senators in
a letter to the President of Peru call-
ing upon him to take all necessary
steps to provide an open and fair pro-
ceeding in civilian court to Ms.
Berenson. |1 ask unanimous consent
that a copy of that letter be printed in
the RECORD at the conclusion of my
statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent of Peru, Alberto Fujimori never
responded to that letter.

The pending amendment would once
again call upon the Government of
Peru to take all necessary steps to pro-
vide her with such a trial. | would hope
that President Fujimori would take
note of this amendment and act in this
case and the others that Senator DUR-
BIN has mentioned.

I commend the Senator from lllinois
for his very thoughtful and timely
amendment. | urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

EXHIBIT 1
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, August 6, 1996.

President ALBERTO KENYO FUJIMORI
FUGIMORI,
Palacio de Gobierno, Plaza de Armas s/n, Lima
1-Peru.

DEAR PRESIDENT FUJIMORI: We write to ex-
press our deep concern that Ms. Lori H.
Berenson, a United States citizen, has not
been afforded her rights of due process of
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law. Ms. Berenson was recently convicted of
treason by a military tribunal in Peru and is
currently imprisoned in Yanamayo prison.
The lack of due process at her trial leaves
the question of her involvement in illegal ac-
tivity unanswered.

We are particularly concerned that Ms.
Berenson did not have an open trial; was not
allowed to cross-examine witnesses or chal-
lenge evidence; and was tried in a military
court by judges whose identities were con-
cealed. Such practices preclude a fair trial.
We urge you to take steps to ensure that she
is retried before a civilian court which up-
holds internationally recognized rights of
due process.

We note that Article 14 of the Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, ratified by Peru on April 28, 1978,
stipulates that:

‘““Everyone shall be entitled to a fair and
public hearing by a competent, independent
and impartial tribunal established by law.

“[and is entitled] to examine, or have ex-
amined, the witnesses against him and to ob-
tain the attendance and examination of wit-
nesses on his behalf under the same condi-
tions as witnesses against him.”’

In addition, it appears inappropriate to try
civilians in a military court. We are aware
that the Peruvian Government gave assur-
ances to Assistant Secretary of State Alex-
ander Watson over two years ago that civil-
ians would no longer be tried in military
courts.

We find it troubling that during the trial
of Ms. Berenson, the Peruvian judicial sys-
tem failed to uphold these and other inter-
national standards. The Constitution of the
Republic of Peru states that:

“It is the duty of the President of the Re-
public to obey and ensure obedience to the
Constitution and all treaties, laws, and other
legal provisions. (Article 118)”’

While we make no claims concerning Ms.
Berenson’s alleged guilt, we ask that you
take the necessary steps to provide an open
and fair proceeding in a civilian court. In-
deed, the entire Peruvian judicial system
should be brought in line with the solemn
international commitments made by the Pe-
ruvian Government.

We thank you for your attention to our re-
quest.

Sincerely,

James M. Jeffords, Alfonse M. D’Amato,
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Christopher
J. Dodd, Ben Nighthorse Campbell,
Carl Levin, Paul Simon, John D.
Rockefeller 1V, Claiborne Pell, Carol
Moseley-Braun, Dianne Feinsein, Patty

Murray, Barbara Boxer, Patrick J.
Leahy, Dale Bumpers, Daniel K.
Inouye, Barbara A. Mikulski, David

Pryor, Wendell H. Ford, John F. Kerry.

Mr. HELMS. | suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, inasmuch
as the amendment now pending by Sen-
ator DURBIN has been approved by both
sides, the pending amendment modifies
the amendment relating to Peru. There
being no objection to that amendment,
I propose that it be accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The
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The amendment (No. 385) was agreed
to.

Mr. HELMS. | move to reconsider the
vote by which the amendment was
agreed to, and | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business Friday, June 13, 1997,
the Federal debt stood at
$5,354,082,862,951.39. (Five trillion, three
hundred fifty-four billion, eighty-two
million, eight hundred sixty-two thou-
sand, nine hundred fifty-one dollars
and thirty-nine cents)

Twenty-five years ago, June 13, 1972,
the Federal debt stood at
$428,345,000,000 (Four hundred twenty-
eight billion, three hundred forty-five
million) which reflects a debt increase
of nearly $5 trillion—$4,925,737,862,951.39
(Four trillion, nine hundred twenty-
five billion, seven hundred thirty-seven
million, eight hundred sixty-two thou-
sand, nine hundred fifty-one dollars
and thirty-nine cents) during the past
25 years.

HONORING THE UTAH JAZZ

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | rise
today to recognize the Utah Jazz, who
just completed their most successful

season in franchise history. After
clinching the Western Conference
Championship with a last-second,

heart-stopping shot at the buzzer, they
competed for the NBA title against the
talented Chicago Bulls with grit and
sheer determination. Throughout this
season, our Utah Jazz have displayed
tremendous skill, determination,
strength, and character to forge ahead
and accomplish what very few thought
they could do. This team captured the
hearts of basketball fans from coast to
coast with their hard work, down-to-
earth personalities, and belief in them-
selves.

The Utah Jazz story has been filled
with many years of strength building
and even some challenges. In 1979, a
struggling NBA basketball franchise
pulled up its stakes and moved from
New Orleans to what is the smallest
market in the National Basketball As-
sociation, Salt Lake City, UT. The Jazz
have built their program slowly but
surely thanks to the big shoulders of
some very good people.

Jazz owner Larry H. Miller had the
determination and the vision to know
what it could mean for Utah to have its
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own NBA basketball team. Larry is
more than an owner. His players are
his family. His love and enthusiasm for
his Utah Jazz team is infectious. Utah
has been greatly rewarded through
Larry’s leadership and commitment.

Former coach and current team
president, Frank Laydenn has been the
Utah Jazz’ all-time best cheerleader.
Frank has always believed in his team.
He has won over many fans through his
enthusiasm, humor, and love for the
game.

Coach Jerry Sloan is an example of
leadership and fortitude. His motto to
‘““never give up,”’ is evident in the guts
and determination his players show on
the basketball court. Jerry not only
teaches his players good basketball
skills, he also builds character. He has
instilled his own hardwork ethic into
every aspect of the Utah Jazz.

John Stockton, the all-time NBA as-
sist and steals leader, has displayed
time and time again courage under
pressure, and an absolute belief that
“‘we could win.” The success he has en-
joyed has not detracted from his
thoughtful, unassuming manner. He is
indeed a worthy role model for many
young people today.

And who else has displayed more
utter conviction than league MVP,
Karl Malone. Karl has provided the
Utah Jazz with leadership and valor.
Anyone who has followed the Utah Jazz
knows how valuable Karl is to the
team’s overall scoring and rebounding
capabilities. Aside from his on-court
presence, Karl has been an outstanding
ambassador for the NBA. His reputa-
tion of honesty and hard work has
made him one of the greatest role mod-
els in professional sports.

Not only am | proud of the Utah Jazz
for winning the Western Conference
Championship, | am even more proud of
the high caliber of individuals that
make up the Utah Jazz. Our team is
willing to work hard, to believe in
themselves, to reflect the values of the
community in which they play, and to
never give up. I am proud of the way
they represent our State and its fans.

I am sure that all Utahns would be
happy to join with me in saying a big
thank you to all of the players on the
Jazz, as well as the coaches and man-
agement staff for all you have done for
Utah—both on and off the court. The
Utah Jazz united the people of our
great State in a way that has not been
equaled since Brigham Young led the
covered wagons into the Salt Lake Val-
ley. Citizens from all over our State,
and from all walks of life, have united
together behind one single entity—the
Utah Jazz. This is an accomplishment
all its own. The enthusiasm Utahns felt
for their team was electric and awe-in-
spiring. Everyone who has ever felt
like an underdog has embraced this
team and gloried in its success.

Mr. President, although we didn’t
bring home the ultimate trophy, our
Utah Jazz gave us a season to remem-
ber. This team has done us all proud,
and we are proud of them. So, here’s
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thanks and best wishes to Karl, and
John, Jeff, Greg, Bryon, Shandon, How-
ard, Greg, Antoine, Adams, Chris, Ste-
phen, and Coach Sloan and his staff.
And, as a word of warning to all the
teams in the NBA—David slew plenty
of Goliaths this year; watch out, we’ll
be back next year with a hand full of
stones.
Go, Jazz!

THE LANDMINE ELIMINATION ACT

OF 1977
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, last
Thursday, 55 of us joined Senators

LEAaHY of Vermont and HAGEL of Ne-
braska in cosponsoring the Landmine
Elimination Act of 1977. This landmark
legislation will bar, as of January 1,
2000, the use of any U.S. funds for new
deployments of antipersonnel land-
mines.

I am proud to be one of the cospon-
sors of this legislation, which addresses
a subject of terrible urgency. Every
hour, more innocent civilians are
killed or wounded by landmines in An-
gola, Afghanistan, Bosnia, Cambodia,
Ecuador, and elsewhere. The scourge of
landmines is so great that the United
States and other governments have
special aid programs to help locate and
destroy landmines left over from the
wars of the past.

The United States is pursuing many
avenues to battle this plague. We are a
signatory of the antipersonnel land-
mine protocol to the Convention on
Conventional Weapons, which | would
hope the Senate will give its advice and
consent to ratification of that protocol
sometime this year. That protocol bans
undetectable mines, such as the toy-
like plastic butterfly mines that maim
so many children. The United States is
well on its way toward converting all
its nondetectable mines, so there will
be very few costs associated with rati-
fication of this protocol.

We are also engaged in negotiations
in Geneva and working with the Gov-
ernment of Canada on the projected Ot-
tawa convention in hopes of obtaining
a worldwide ban on antipersonnel land-
mines. But those negotiations have left
the United States in a quandary. Rus-
sia and China—the world’s major sup-
pliers of antipersonnel landmines—
have refused to participate in the Ot-
tawa process to achieve an immediate
ban on these mines. And Mexico has
blocked the U.N. Conference on Disar-
mament from opening the formal nego-
tiations in which Russia and China are
willing to participate.

Nobody is clear on whether Mexico’s
step reflects frustration with the idea
of gradualism in eliminating anti-
personnel landmines, or a desire to
continue using such mines in Mexico’s
own war against the domestic guerrilla
movements. What is clear, however, is
that bold steps are needed to regain
momentum in the crusade to end this
most horrendous aspect of modern war-
fare.

Two years ago, two-thirds of this
body voted for a moratorium on new
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antipersonnel landmine deployments,
beginning in February 1999. The Land-
mine Elimination Act of 1977 will go a
giant step further, by committing the
United States to just say no to these
mines on January 1, 2000. This action
will put the United States on a higher
moral plane than ever before on this
issue. With a legally binding commit-
ment to end our own role in sowing
needless destruction, perhaps we can
more effectively influence Russia and
China and Mexico to step up to the re-
sponsibility of protecting the innocents
even when we make war on our en-
emies.

S. 896 is a carefully constructed bill,
Mr. President, and that is a sign of the
seriousness with which this body ap-
proaches the topic of landmines. Sub-
section 2(d) of the bill permits the
President to delay application of the
ban with respect to the Korean penin-
sula on a yearly basis if he determines
that new deployments would be indis-
pensable to the defense of the Republic
of Korea if war should occur there.
This is a broader exemption than that
in the moratorium we passed 2 years
ago, which allows such mining only
along international borders and in the
DMZ. Given the risk that a dying Sta-
linist regime in North Korea might
throw all its forces into a last-gasp ef-
fort to conquer the South, this broader
exemption is sensible indeed.

S. 896 also is clearly limited to the
most heinous landmines: Mines deliv-
ered by artillery, rocket, mortar, or
similar means, or dropped from an air-
craft. The bill goes to state, at sub-
section 4(b): “The term ‘anti-personnel
landmines’ does not include command-
detonated Claymore munitions.”

Command-detonated landmines do
not cause the many civilian casualties
that have prompted work action. They
are generally set off either by a nearby
soldier, who waits for the enemy to ap-
proach, or by a tripwire in an ambush.
They are used often to blow up tanks,
and do not leave the indiscriminate
Kkilling fields that so plague farmers
and travelers and children today.

Nobody is comfortable manufactur-
ing any instrument of death. But at
least Claymore munitions are targeted
munitions, designed to kill the enemy
rather than his neighbors and his chil-
dren.

The care with which S. 896 has been
drafted makes this a bill that all of us
can support. | am happy to cosponsor it
and | am confident that it will be en-
acted into law.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
COST ESTIMATE—H.R. 363

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, when
the Subcommittee on Energy Research,
Development, Production, and Regula-
tion of the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee filed its report on
H.R. 363, to amend section 2118 of the
Energy Policy Act of 1992 to extend the
Electric and Magnetic Fields Research
and Public Information Dissemination
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program, the estimates from the Con-
gressional Budget Office were not
available. The report has now been re-
ceived and | ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the RECORD for the
information of the Senate and the pub-
lic.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD as follows:

H.R. 363—An act to amend section 2118 of the
Energy Policy Act of 1992 to extend the
Electric and Magnetic Fields Research and
Public Information Dissemination program

Summary: H.R. 363 would extend and mod-
ify the authorization for a multiyear initia-
tive focused on the health effects of electric
and magnetic fields. This interagency re-
search effort, which is funded jointly with
the private sector, is administered by the
Department of Energy (DOE). The current
authorization allows the appropriation of up
to $65 million over a multiyear period ending
in 1997, provided that nonfederal sources
match the federal funds. Since the program’s
inception in 1993, appropriations have to-
taled $20 million and have been matched by
a corresponding amount of nonfederal sup-
port. Enacting this legislation would enable
the program to receive funding through 1998,
and would reduce the multiyear authoriza-
tion ceiling to $46 million.

Assuming funds are appropriated for these
activities in 1998, CBO estimates that enact-
ing H.R. 363 would result in additional dis-
cretionary spending of $4 million over the
1998-2002 period. The legislation would not
affect direct spending or receipts; therefore,
pay-as-you-go procedures would not apply.
The legislation does not contain any inter-
governmental or private-sector mandates as
defined in the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act of 1995.

Estimated cost to the federal government:
The estimated budgetary impact of H.R. 363
is shown in the table on the following page.
For purposes of this estimate, CBO assumes
that appropriations for this program would
total $4 million in 1998, the amount provided
under current law for 1997, and that this
amount would be matched by nonfederal
sources. Although the amount authorized to
be appropriated in 1998 could total up to $26
million (the balance between the $46 million
cap and the $20 million appropriated to date),
CBO estimates that the program only needs
about $4 million to complete it mission. We
assume outlays would follow historical
spending patterns for such research and as-
sessment activities at DOE.

SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars]

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Spending under current law:

Budget authority 4 0 0 0 0 0

Estimated outlays ........... 5 2 1 0 0 0
Proposed changes:

Authorized level ... 0 4 0 0 0 0

Estimated outlays . 0 2 1 1 0 0
Spending under H.R. 363:

Authorization level 1 ....... 4 4 0 0 0 0

Estimated outlays ........... 5 4 2 1 0 0

1The 1997 level is the amount appropriated for that year.

The costs of this legislation fall within
budget function 270 (energy).

Pay-as-you-go considerations: None.

Intergovernmental and private-sector im-
pact: H.R. 363 contains no intergovernmental
or private-sector mandates as defined in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995, and
would not impose any costs on state, local,
or tribal governments.

Previous CBO estimate: CBO has prepared
cost estimates for two other versions of H.R.
363. On March 6, 1997, CBO transmitted a cost
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estimate for H.R. 363 as ordered reported by
the House Committee on Commerce on
March 5, 1997. On April 17, 1997, CBO prepared
an estimate for the version ordered reported
by the House Committee on Science on April
16, 1997. The three estimates for H.R. 363 are
identical.

Estimate prepared by: Kathleen Gramp.

Estimate approved by: Robert A. Sunshine,
Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Analy-
sis.

TRIBUTE TO THE U.S. ARMY ON
THE OCCASION OF ITS 222d
BIRTHDAY

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
primary mission of any army is to
fight and win the wars of the nation
which it protects. For the past 222
years, since June 14, 1776, the soldiers
of the United States Army have val-
iantly and successfully defended the in-
terests, ideals, and people of our Na-
tion.

The American Army that was born
on that June day a little more than
two centuries ago is very different
from the military force that meets our
Nation’s security needs as we prepare
to enter the new millenium. The sol-
diers of our first Army were largely un-
trained, were poorly and infrequently
paid, and faced tremendous logistical
burdens. It is truly testament to the
leadership abilities of General Wash-
ington that he was able to hold his
troops together in the face of such
odds. Of course, the men and women
who serve in today’s Army receive
months of intensive and excellent
training before they join their units,
are paid fair wages on a regular basis,
and benefit from a commitment to cre-
ating a professional, career oriented
force. Despite these differences, one
thing that has remained constant
about those who have served in the
United States Army over the past 222
years is that these are largely men and
women who are selfless individuals and
who are motivated by a patriotic desire
to make a difference. From Valley
Forge to Sierra Leone, no nation’s
army has benefitted more from the ef-
forts of a finer array of people than
our’s.

Throughout its history, the Amer-
ican Army and its soldiers have served
with distinction on literally every con-
tinent of the world. Minutemen, John-
ny Reb & Billy Yank, Rough Riders,
Doughboys, Dogfaces, and Gl Joes have
stood up to dictators, deposed tyrants,
beaten back communism, defended
freedom, and protected all that we hold
dear. Additionally, our soldiers have
served as a grassroots diplomatic corps
in combat boots, spreading to people
around the globe the knowledge that
Americans are peaceful, that there is
no finer form of government than de-
mocracy, and that we prefer building
friendships with the citizens of other
nations to fighting them in wars. There
is no question that in many ways, a
candy bar given to a small child from a
smiling Gl is the best form of foreign
aid and diplomatic relations that can
be undertaken by the United States.
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While the battlefield accomplish-
ments of the United States Army are
impressive and unequalled in history,
the missions of today’s Army go far be-
yond that of warfighting. In addition
to being able to act and react deci-
sively to threats to our Nation no mat-
ter where they might arise, our Army
is now tasked with a number of non-
traditional missions which range from
providing fresh water to refugees in
Rwanda to keeping the peace in
Bosnia. Though these missions are
more varied and decidedly different
from simply containing or destroying
our enemies, our soldiers have charac-
teristically embraced their new respon-
sibilities without complaint and are
carrying out their duties profes-
sionally.

As we approach the new century and
look to the future, Americans have
good cause to be optimistic. Our Na-
tion is enjoying a period of prosperiety,
the world is in a relativly peaceful
state, and we no longer are in a Cold
War contest with another superpower,
however, we must not allow ourselves
to be lulled into a state of compla-
cency. While things are calm now, we
must remember that threats to our se-
curity and interest can crop up sud-
denly and we must remain vigiliant for
such developments. We cannot ignore
our military and those who serve in
them, to do so would undermine years
of hard work and the significant in-
vestment we have made in building the
finest and most technologically ad-
vanced fighting forces ever known to
man. Clearly the Army will continue to
have a critical role in assuring that the
United States remains secure and that
the world remains a stable place where
disputes are resolved in manners short
of warfare.

Mr. President, as the Army cele-
brates its 222nd birthday, it is impor-
tant that we pause from our duties to
remember the men and women who
have served in the ranks of this service
throughout its history. It is easy to
forget that those who protect us and
who carryout the policies we develop in
this Chamber are individuals who are
young, making many sacrifices, and
have volunteered to protect the Na-
tion. Their service is invaluable and
they should be commended for their ef-
forts. On this occasion | say to each of
these soldiers, from the newest grad-
uate of Fort Jackson to Chief of Staff
Reimer, a happy 222nd birthday and
thank you for all you do to keep the
United States free and safe.

OBSERVATIONS REGARDING A
TRIP TO LEBANON

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | visited
Lebanon over the Memorial Day recess
in order to assess the security situa-
tion there. A number of my Lebanese-
American constituents have contacted
me to request that the State Depart-
ment’s travel policy for Lebanon be
changed, and | also decided to see first-
hand the situation there.
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Pursuant to United States law, the
Secretary of State may restrict the use
of United States passports for the trav-
el of U.S. citizens to countries with
which the United States is at war,
where armed hostilities are in progress,
or where there is imminent danger to
the health or the physical safety of
United States travelers. The Secretary
of State has exercised that authority
in the case of Lebanon and con-
sequently U.S. passports are not valid
for travel to, in or through Lebanon
unless special validation has been ob-
tained. The passport restriction in-
cludes landing at the Beirut airport en
route to another destination.

Special validation is possible for pro-
fessional reporters; representatives of
the American Red Cross traveling pur-
suant to an officially-sponsored Red
Cross mission; compelling humani-
tarian considerations such as a critical
illness of an immediate family mem-
ber; family reunification such as a situ-
ation where a spouse or minor child is
residing in Lebanon, with and depend-
ent on, a Lebanese spouse or parent for
his or her support; or where the travel
is found to be in the national interest.

In view of the limited exceptions to
the travel restriction, a number of
Americans have resorted to the prac-
tice of acquiring a Lebanese visa on a
piece of paper separate from their
American passports so that they will
not encounter any difficulty from U.S.
authorities upon returning to the Unit-
ed States. | have been advised that
forty to fifty thousand Americans trav-
el to Lebanon by this means each year.
In doing so, they may be violating U.S.
law. Countless other Americans, de-
spite their earnest desire to visit rel-
atives or friends in Lebanon, await a
change in U.S. policy.

| traveled to Lebanon with the ap-
proval and support of the State Depart-
ment. | arrived at the U.S. Embassy
compound via U.S. Army helicopter
from Cyprus in mid-afternoon on May
29th, spent the night on the embassy
compound, and returned to Cyprus by
the same means in mid-morning on
May 30th.

While in Lebanon, | had a busy sched-
ule. I met at length with our Ambas-
sador Richard Jones. | also met with
Nasrallah Sfeir, 76th Maronite Patri-
arch of Antioch and all of the East;
Mohamed Rashid Qabbani, Grand Mufti
of the Republic; IMAM Mohamed
Mahdi Shamseddine, President, Higher
Islamic Shi’a Council; Prime Minister
Rafiqg Hariri; President Elias Hrawi;
and General Emile Lahoud, Com-
mander of the Lebanese Armed Force.
In each instance, the meeting was held
at the place where the religious figure
or government official was located, re-
quiring travel throughout the city of
Beirut and its environs. Additionally, |
met with a number of government offi-
cials, members of the Lebanese Par-
liament, and Lebanese businessmen at
a dinner at the American Embassy
hosted by Ambassador Jones.

I made it a point to ask each individ-
ual with whom | met about the United
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States travel policy. | was advised that
there are large numbers of Americans
in Lebanon at all times and that they
are safe. Frequent reference was made
to the recent visit of the Pope to Leb-
anon. Finally, 1 was told that the U.S.
travel policy was keeping relatives
apart and was preventing needed U.S.
private investment in Lebanon. Gen-
eral Lahoud pointed out that members
of the Hizballah Party, which is the
primary security concern of the United
States, were elected to and participat-
ing in the Lebanese parliament and
that there had not been an incident
against an American in five years.

Significantly, our representatives in
Beirut favored a lifting of the travel re-
striction.

Based upon my personal observations
during my visit, it is clear to me that
perceptions about the security situa-
tion in Lebanon are outdated. There is
no substitute for an on-the-scene as-
sessment.

Later on the trip | visited Bosnia and
I had an opportunity in Sarajevo to
meet with Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright. | urged her to send a
team to Lebanon to assess the security
situation there and was pleased when
she advised me that she was doing so. |
am confident that such an assessment
will provide a sound basis for the revi-
sion of the current policy and | have
written to Secretary Albright urging
her to change the current U.S. policy.
Senator ABRAHAM has joined me in
writing to Secretary Albright.

While | strongly favor a lifting of the
travel restriction, | realize that the sit-
uation in Lebanon is not normal. Ac-
cordingly, in our letter to Secretary
Albright, we also urged that a travel
warning for Lebanon be issued in lieu
of the current travel restriction. In ad-
dition to citing the always possible
Hizballah terrorist attacks, | believe
that the travel warning should note
that as long as foreign military forces
are present in Lebanon, the situation
there is not normalized.

I ask unanimous consent that our
letter to Secretary Albright be printed
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Sec-
retary of State bears a heavy respon-
sibility when assessing the security sit-
uation in a country to determine if
travel restrictions should be applied.
The imposition of a travel restriction
is rare, as it should be. For example, in
the case of travel to Somalia, the State
Department issued a travel warning on
June 28, 1996, which is still in effect,
that states that:

The Department of State warns U.S. citi-
zens against all travel to Somalia. Sporadic
fighting among local militias continues in
parts of the country. Kidnappings and other
threats to foreigners occur unpredictably in
virtually all regions. There is no national
government in Somalia to offer security or
police protection for travelers. There is no
U.S. diplomatic presence in Somalia to pro-
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vide consular assistance to U.S. citizens.
United Nations peacekeeping forces were
withdrawn from Somalia in March 1995 and
all U.S. citizens were advised to depart the
country.

In another example, the Department
of State travel warning that was issued
on September 2, 1996 regarding lraq,
states:

The U.S. Government views with grave
concern the latest reports of spreading vio-
lence in northern Iraq. Given the govern-
ment of Irag’s renewed repression, we are
strongly recommending that all U.S., citi-
zens leave Iraq.

Mr. President, based upon my visit to
Lebanon, | see no reason to treat Leb-
anon more restrictively than countries
like Somalia and Irag. | strongly be-
lieve that the time has come to sub-
stitute a travel warning for the current
travel restriction with regard to Leb-
anon.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC, June 9, 1997.
Hon. MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT,
Secretary of State, Department of State, Wash-
ington, DC

DEAR MADAM SECRETARY: | am writing to
you to request a change in the State Depart-
ment’s policy prohibiting the use of a U.S.
passport for travel to, in or through Leb-
anon.

My colleague, Senator Spencer Abraham,
who is very familiar with these matters and
who has received numerous briefings from
Administration officials on this policy, joins
me in this request.

As you know, | visited Beirut, Lebanon
from May 29 to May 30 via the Beirut Air
Bridge that operates out of Cyprus. During
my visit to Beirut, | met at length with Am-
bassador Richard Jones. | also met with
Nasrallah Sfeir, 76th Maronite Patriarch of
Antioch and all of the East, Mohamed
Rashid Qabbani, Grand Mufti of the Repub-
lic, IMAM Mohamed Mahdi Shamseddine,
President, Higher Islamic Shi’a Council,
Prime Minister Rafig Hariri, President Elias
Hrawi, and General Emile Lahoud, Com-
mander of the Lebanese Armed Force. In
each instance, the meeting was held at the
place where the religious figure or govern-
ment official was located, requiring travel
throughout the city of Beirut and its envi-
rons. Additionally, I met with a number of
government officials, members of the Leba-
nese Parliament, and Lebanese businessmen
at a dinner at the American Embassy hosted
by Ambassador Jones.

I made it a point to ask each individual
with whom | met about the United States
travel policy. | was advised that there are
large numbers of Americans in Lebanon at
all times and that they are safe. Frequent
reference was made to the recent visit of the
Pope to Lebanon. Finally, | was told that the
U.S. travel policy was preventing needed
U.S. private investment in Lebanon and was
keeping relatives apart. General Lahoud
pointed out that members of the Hizballah
Party, which is the primary security concern
of the United States, were elected to and are
participating in the Lebanese parliament
and that there had not been an incident
against an American in five years.

Significantly, Ambassador Jones, the Em-
bassy staff, and the representatives of other
U.S. government agencies in Beirut favored a
lifting of the travel restriction.

During the course of my visit, | learned
that a number of U.S. businessmen and, to a
lesser extent, U.S. citizens with relatives in
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Lebanon travel there by obtaining a Leba-
nese visa which is issued on a piece of paper
separate from the visitor’s U.S. passport. Un-
fortunately, as | understand it, that practice
avoids problems when the traveler returns to
the United States but they still may be vio-
lating U.S. law. | have been contacted by a
number of my constituents who want to visit
their relatives in Lebanon, but are unwilling
to violate U.S. policy.

Prior to my departure from Washington, |
was urged by a high-level U.S. official not to
travel to Lebanon because | would not be
safe there. Based upon my personal observa-
tions during my visit, it is clear to me that
perceptions about the security situation in
Lebanon are outdated. | was pleased to learn
during our meeting in Sarajevo that you are
sending people to Lebanon to assess the se-
curity situation there. There is no substitute
for an on-the-scene assessment. | am con-
fident that such an assessment will provide a
sound basis for the revision of the current
policy.

Finally, we would urge that a travel warn-
ing for Lebanon be issued in lieu of the cur-
rent travel restriction. In addition to citing
the threat from Hizballah terrorists, the
travel warning should note that as long as
foreign military forces are present in Leb-
anon, that the situation there is not normal-
ized.

Sincerely,
SPENCER ABRAHAM.
CARL LEVIN.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:39 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following joint resolution, in which it
requests the concurrence of the Senate:

H.J. Res. 54. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States authorizing the Congress to pro-
hibit the physical desecration of the flag of
the United States.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following joint resolution was
read the first and second times by
unanimous consent and referred as in-
dicated:

H.J. Res. 54. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States authorizing the Congress to pro-
hibit the physical desecration of the flag of
the United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, pur-
suant to section 3(b) of Senate Resolu-
tion 400 of the 94th Congress, | request
that the bill, S. 858, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1998 for intel-
ligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the U.S. Government, the Com-
munity Management Account, and the
Central Intelligence Agency Retire-
ment and Disability System, and for
other purposes, reported by the Select
Committee on Intelligence on June 9,
be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services for a period not to exceed 30
days.

S. 858. An original bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1998 for intelligence
and intelligence-related activities of the
United States Government, the Community
Management Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
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System, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-2180. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Office of National Drug Control
Policy, Executive Office of the President,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
under the Freeedom of Information Act from
March 1, 1996 to February 28, 1997; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-2181. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, U.S. De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a notice of a proposed export license; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-2182. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Legislative Affairs, U.S. De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, certification of a proposed export li-
cense; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-2183. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Administration and Management, Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a rule entitled ““Revi-
talizing Base Closure Communities and Com-
munity Assistance—Community Redevelop-
ment and Homeless Assistance’, received on
June 10, 1997; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-2184. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the Cooperative Threat Reduction
Multi-Year Program Plan; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-2185. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, three
rules entitled ‘““‘Approval and Promulagtion
of Implementation Plans; California State
Implementation Plan Revision; San Diego
County Air Pollution Control District; Yolo-
Solano Air Quality Management District”,
received on June 12, 1997; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC-2186. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a rule entitled ‘““Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Threatened
Status for the Southern Oregon/Northern
California Coast Evolutionarily Significant
Unit of Coho Salmon’ (RIN1018-AE28), re-
ceived on June 13, 1997; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

EC-2187. A communication from the Acting
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a rule entitled “Endangered
Status for Four Plants From Vernal Pools
and Mesic Areas in California” (RIN1018-
AC96), received on June 13, 1997; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-2188. A communication from the Acting
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a rule entitled ‘“Endangered
Status for the Plant Lessingia germanorum”
(RIN1018-AC96), received on June 13, 1997; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-2189. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law,
seven rules entitled “Approval and Promul-
gation of State Implementation Plan, South
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Carolina: Adoption of General Conformity
Regulations”, received on June 11, 1997; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-2190. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), De-
partment of the Army, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to a navigation
project at Cook Inlet, Alaska; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-2191. A communication from the Comp-
troller of the Currency of the Administrator
of National Banks, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual report for the calendar year
1996; to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

EC-2192. A communication from the Sec-
retary, U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report relative to the Portfolio Re-
engineering Demonstration Program for fis-
cal years 1996 and 1997; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-2193. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled ‘““Federal Energy Effi-
ciency and Water Conservation Funding
Study’; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

EC-2194. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and
Parks, Office of the Secretary, U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a rule entitled ‘““General Provisions,
Definitions: Change in Organizational Title
from Field Director and Field Area to Re-
gional Director and Region” (RIN1024-AC60),
received on June 11, 1997; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-2195. A communication from the Chair,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule rel-
ative to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s program to review its filing
and reporting requirements and reduce un-
necessary burdens, received on June 9, 1997;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-2196. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Regulations Policy Management Staff,
Office of Policy Food and Drug Administra-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
of rule entitled ‘“Neurological Devices; Effec-
tive Date of Requirement for PreMarket Ap-
proval of Cranial Electrotherapy
Stimulators, received on June 11, 1997; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-2197. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Director and Chief Operating
Officer, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule
relative to the Corporation’s regulation on
Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer
Plans, received on June 10, 1997; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-2198. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Labor, transmitting, a draft of pro-
posed legislation entitled ‘“Pension Security
Act of 1997”’; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

EC-2199. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report for fiscal
years 1993 through 1994; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

EC-2200. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director, Regulations Policy Manage-
ment Staff, Office of Policy Food and Drug
Administration, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of a rule entitled “Indirect
Food Additives: Adjuvants, Production Aids,
and Sanitizers’, received on June 11, 1997; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC-2201. A communication from the Chair
of the Social Security Advisory Board, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the
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Supplemental Security Income Program for
1997; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-2202. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulations Branch, U.S. Customs
Service, Department of the Treasury, a rule
entitled ‘““Archaeological and Ethnological
Material from Peru’ (RIN1515-AC17) received
on June 9, 1997; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC-2203. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Prospective Payment Assessment
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report entitled ‘“Medicare and the Amer-
ican Health Care System’’; to the Committee
on Finance.

EC-2204. A communication from the Chair
of the Physician Payment Review Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, four re-
ports; to the Committee on Finance.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memori-
als were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM-140. A resolution adopted by the
Mayor and Council of the Borough of Spring
Lake Heights, County of Monmouth, New
Jersey relative the Mud Dump Site; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

POM-141. A resolution adopted by the New
Jersey State Federation of Women’s Clubs
relative to the Violence Against Women Act;
to the Committee on Finance.

POM-142. A resolution adopted by the New
Jersey State Federation of Women’s Clubs
relative to the proposed Child Labor Deter-
rence Act; to the Committee on Finance.

POM-143. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of the State of Alaska; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

RESOLUTION

Whereas the nation’s military strategy has
shifted from its focus during the Cold War on
deterrence and containment to support for
the nation’s new policies of global leadership
in preventive diplomacy and promotion of
democratic values; and

Whereas our armed forces, in the face of
budget and force reductions and increasingly
limited resources, are now called upon to
conduct operations ranging from enforcing
peace to preventing conflict and providing
humanitarian assistance, while at all times
remaining fully trained and prepared to ac-
complish their ultimate mission: to fight our
nation’s wars and win; and

Whereas the United States Department of
Defense is now conducting its quadrennial
review to evaluate the roles, missions, force
structure, and base structure required to
meet the challenges of the changing world
situation; and

Whereas Alaska’s military bases offer the
armed forces an unmatched military value
as a global power projection platform, as
well as incomparable joint training areas
that combine world class airspace and air-to-
surface target ranges with state-of-the-art
electronic arrays and capabilities and a wide
range of terrain that is similar to the terrain
of many worldwide contingency operations
areas; and

Whereas the State of Alaska and its citi-
zens have always extended a warm welcome
to members of the armed forces and their
families and supported them with state and
local programs and educational opportuni-
ties that recognize the contributions that
members of the armed forces and their fami-
lies have made to our nation as well as to
our local communities;

Be it resolved, That the Alaska State Legis-
lature invites the United States Department
of Defense to make use of Alaska’s unique
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qualities and capabilities by selecting mili-
tary areas of operation within the state as
the site to base and train the full spectrum
force our nation now requires to successfully
deploy and conduct both joint and combined
operations in environments around the
world.

Copies of this resolution shall be sent to
the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the
United States; to the Honorable Al Gore,
Vice-President of the United States and
President of the U.S. Senate; the Honorable
William S. Cohen, Secretary of Defense; the
Honorable Togo D. West, Jr., Secretary of
the Army; the Honorable John H. Dalton,
Secretary of the Navy; the Honorable Sheila
E. Widnall, Secretary of the Air Force; the
Honorable Strom Thurmond, Chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services of the
U.S. Senate; the Honorable Floyd D. Spence,
Chairman of the National Security Commit-
tee of the U.S. House of Representatives; and
to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honor-
able Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and
the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representa-
tive, members of the Alaska delegation in
Congress.

POM-144. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the General Assembly of the State of
lowa; to the Committee on Finance.

RESOLUTION

Whereas, this nation is dependent upon the
consumption of ever-diminishing domestic
crude oil reserves with the United States an-
nually importing foreign petroleum which
accounts for 54 percent of the nation’s petro-
leum consumption and contributes to the na-
tion’s serious trade deficit; and

Whereas, a significant amount of this na-
tion’s air pollution is caused by vehicles,
emitting a variety of petroleum-based pol-
lutants, including benzene and other aromat-
ics, nitrous oxides, particulate matter in the
form of smoke and soot, carbon monoxide,
and carbon dioxide; and

Whereas, the state of lowa ranks as a pre-
eminent agricultural state, leading the na-
tion in the production of corn; and

Whereas, the processing of corn into etha-
nol adds value to this nation’s abundant corn
crop, increasing net farm income, creating
employment opportunities, increasing state
and federal tax receipts, reducing this na-
tion’s dependence upon foreign nations, and
reducing the federal trade deficit; and

Whereas, in 1996 ethanol production con-
tributed $1.9 billion to lowa’s economy, af-
fected the employment of 13,250 lowans, and
increased the value of lowa’s corn crop by
$335 million; and

Whereas, ethanol provides competition in
fuel markets and expands consumers’ choice
of motor fuels which has resulted in a 45 per-
cent market share in the state of lowa; and

Whereas, motor fuel that includes only a 10
percent blend of ethanol contains 3.5 percent
oxygen, which enhances octane levels and
provides more oxygen for fuel combustion re-
sulting in reduced levels of hazardous emis-
sions such as carbon monoxide and which
provides Americans with healthier air to
breathe; and

Whereas, the United States Congress in
supporting the need to reduce this nation’s
dependence upon foreign petroleum, to pro-
vide additional markets for domestic corn,
to protect the public health, and to preserve
the nation’s environment, has traditionally
encouraged ethanol production and consump-
tion; and

Whereas, long-standing bipartisan congres-
sional support for the ethanol industry is re-
flected by the 5.4 cent federal tax exemption
applicable to gasoline formulated using
clean burning ethanol; and

Whereas, the federal tax exemption, cur-
rently scheduled to expire on December 31,
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2000, is subject to attack by certain members
of the current session of the 105th Congress
of the United States, as manifested by H.R.
161 introduced by United States Representa-
tive Phil English and H.R. 587 introduced by
United States Representative Ken Bentsen,
both supported by United States Representa-
tive Bill Archer, serving as the Chairman of
the House Ways and Means Committee: Now
therefore

Be it resolved by the House of Representa-
tives, the Senate concurring, That the general
assembly encourage the Congress of the
United States to resist all efforts to diminish
its traditional support of corn growers and
the ethanol industry.

Be it further resolved, That the Congress of
the United States renew this nation’s com-
mitment to the ethanol industry, including
by continuing its support of the federal etha-
nol tax exemption, increasing its commit-
ment to this environmentally benevolent re-
newable fuel, and taking other actions to in-
crease this nation’s commitment to the pro-
duction and use of ethanol.

Be it further resolved, That copies of this
Resolution be sent by the Chief Clerk of the
House of Representatives to the President of
the United States.

Be it further resolved, That copies of this
Resolution be sent by the Chief Clerk of the
House of Representatives to the President of
the Senate of the United States; the Speaker
of the House of Representatives of the Unit-
ed States; the majority and minority leaders
of the United States Senate; and the major-
ity and minority leaders of the United States
House of Representatives.

Be it further resolved, That copies of this
Resolution be sent by the Chief Clerk of the
House of Representatives to the chairmen
and ranking members of the United States
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry; the United States Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation; the United States Senate
Committee on Finance; the United States
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources; the United States House of Rep-
resentatives Committee on Agriculture; the
United States House of Representatives
Committee on Ways and Means; the United
States House of Representatives Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure; and
the United States House of Representatives
Committee on Resources.

Be it further resolved, That copies of this
Resolution be sent by the Chief Clerk of the
House of Representatives to the lowa’s con-
gressional delegation.

POM-145. A resolution adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of New Jersey; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

RESOLUTION

Whereas, The number of adoptions by
American citizens of children born in other
countries is increasing more rapidly than
any other type of adoptions in the United
States. According to the National Council
for Adoption (NCFA), in 1991 there were 9,008
foreign adoptions in the United States. More
than 60%, or 5,409, of the children adopted
were under one year of age; and

Whereas, In certain countries, war, politi-
cal turmoil and economic circumstances
contribute to a situation in which there are
very few prospective individuals interested
in adopting in comparison to the vast num-
ber of children in need of home. In addition,
few countries have designed laws in a way
which facilitate the placement of children in
permanent homes. Instead, children languish
in orphanages or institutions where they suf-
fer the effects of malnutrition, overcrowd-
ing, disease, abuse and neglect; and

Whereas, Political forces in countries
where international adoptions are on the rise
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condemn the practice of ‘‘giving their chil-
dren away’’ to foreigners, making it more
difficult for individuals from outside these
countries to adopt children in need of homes.
In the United States, Congress has severely
limited the scope of foreign adoptions by
permitting entry to adoptees that fit the
narrowly defined category of ‘““orphan;’”” and

Where, Many individuals, such as single
men and women and couples over the age of
40, find it difficult to adopt in this country
and foreign adoptions afford them the only
opportunity to create a permanent family.
Certain countries have developed bilateral
treaties or other agreements designed to
govern adoptions between countries, but
most of the cooperations which exists be-
tween the United States and other countries
when dealing with international adoption is-
sues is found on the adoption agency level;
and

Whereas, In order to help individuals who
are interested in adopting children from
other countries, unimpeded access to or-
phaned and abandoned children should be
guaranteed. To accomplish this goal, a legal
framework should be established, through
treaties or other agreements, in the United
States and around the world that would
maximize the potential for cooperation
among the countries who have children to
adopt and the countries whose citizens are
interested in adopting those children and re-
move the barriers which hinder international
adoptions: Now, therefore

Be it resolved by the General Assembly by the
State of New Jersey:

1. The United States Department of State
is memorialized to adopt a guarantee of
unimpeded access to orphaned and aban-
doned children by Americans as a tenet of
foreign policy when negotiating treaties.

2. Duly authenticated copies of this resolu-
tion signed by the Speaker of the General
Assembly and attested by the Clerk of the
General Assembly shall be transmitted to
the presiding officers of the United States
Senate and House of Representatives, the
members of the New Jersey Congressional
delegation and the Governor of the State of
New Jersey.

STATEMENT

This resolution memorializes the United
States Department of State to adopt a guar-
antee of unimpeded access to orphaned and
abandoned children by Americans as a tenet
of foreign policy when negotiating treaties.
The purpose of the resolution is to urge the
federal government to help remove the legal
barriers that make it so difficult for Ameri-
cans to adopt children from other countries.

Memorializes the U.S. Department of State
to adopt a guarantee of unimpeded access to
orphaned and abandoned children by Ameri-
cans as a tenet of foreign policy when nego-
tiating treaties.

POM-146. A resolution adopted by the Gen-
eral Court of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

RESOLUTION

Whereas, the citizens of the Common-
wealth recognize the sacrifice and honorable
service of thousands of local veterans; and

Whereas, the citizens of the Common-
wealth support programs and services which
provide needed and deserved assistance to
those veterans, especially quality health
care; and

Whereas, certain Members of the United
States Congress have proposed the consolida-
tion and closure of many veterans hospitals
across the Nation, including hospitals in the
Commonwealth, which would result in a dev-
astating loss of medical services to the na-
tions veterans: Now, therefore be it

Resolved, That the Massachusetts General
Court respectfully requests that veterans
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hospitals across the Commonwealth and
across the country be protected and pre-
served so that continued health care will be
available to veterans seeking the unique
services they provide: and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions
be transmitted forthwith by the clerk of the
Senate to the President of the United States,
to the presiding officer of each branch of
Congress and to the members thereof from
this Commonwealth.

REPORT OF COMMITTEE RECEIVED
DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of June 12, 1997, the follow-
ing reports of committee as submitted
on June 13, 1997.

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment:

S. 903. An original bill to consolidate the
foreign affairs agencies of the United States,
to authorize appropriations for the Depart-
ment of State for fiscal years 1998 and 1999,
and to provide for reform of the United Na-
tions, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 105-
28).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bill was introduced,
read the first and second time by unan-
imous consent, and referred as indi-
cated on June 12, 1997:

By Mrs. BOXER:

S. 902. A bill to require physicians to pro-
vide certain men with information concern-
ing prostate specific antigen tests and to
provide for programs of research on prostate
cancer; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated on June
13, 1997:

By Mr. HELMS:

S. 903. An original bill to consolidate the
foreign affairs agencies of the United States,
to authorize appropriations for the Depart-
ment of State for fiscal years 1998 and 1999,
and to provide for reform of the United Na-
tions, and for other purposes; from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations; placed on the
calendar.

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BREAUX (for himself,
MACK, and Mr. KERREY):

S. 904. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide medicare
beneficiaries with choices, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr.
HOLLINGS):

S. 905. A bill to establish a National Phys-
ical Fitness and Sports Foundation to carry
out activities to support and supplement the
mission of the President’s Council on Phys-
ical Fitness and Sports, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself, Mr.
MOYNIHAN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. BREAUX,
Mr. HATCH, and Mr. GRAHAM):

S. 906. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to extend the economic ac-
tivity credit for Puerto Rico, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

Mr.
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By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself and Mr.
BAuUCUS):

S. 907. A bill to amend the Revenue Act of
1987 to provide a permanent extension of the
transition rule for certain publicly traded
partnerships; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon (for himself
and Mr. WYDEN):

S. 908. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to participate in a water con-
servation project with the Tumalo Irrigation
District, Oregon; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. MCcCAIN (for himself,
KERREY, and Mr. HOLLINGS):

S. 909. A bill to encourage and facilitate
the creation of secure public networks for
communication, commerce, education, medi-
cine, and government; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. FRIST:

S. 910. A bill to authorize appropriations
for carrying out the Earthquake Hazards Re-
duction Act of 1977 for fiscal years 1998 and
1999, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. TORRICELLI:

S. 911. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against in-
come tax to individuals who are active par-
ticipants in neighborhood crime watch orga-
nizations which actively involve the commu-
nity in the reduction of local crime; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BOND:

S. 912. A bill to provide for certain military
retirees and dependents a special medicare
part B enrollment period during which the
late enrollment penalty is waived and a spe-
cial medigap open period during which no
under-writing is permitted; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

By Mr. HATCH:

S. 913. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for a prospec-
tive payment system for home health serv-
ices, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

S. 914. A bill to establish a prospective pay-
ment system under the medicare program for
skilled nursing facility services; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BREAUX (for himself, Mr.
MAck and Mr. KERREY):

S. 904. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide
Medicare beneficiaries with choices,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

THE COMPREHENSIVE MEDICARE REFORM AND

IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, | rise
for a moment or two to speak to a bill
which Senator MAck and | are intro-
ducing today on the entire question of
Medicare. So many people around the
country have heard Congress and elect-
ed officials for a long period of time
talk about how we need to reform the
Medicare Program. The Medicare Pro-
gram has been a wonderful program
since 1965. It has assured our senior
citizens they will have adequate health
care in a period in their lives when
health care is vitally important.

We have all seen the studies and the
reports which clearly point out that
unless Congress fundamentally reforms
this program, it is not going to be
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around for much longer. We clearly see
a program that will be bankrupt, which
is running out of money, and that has
to be a tremendous concern not only to
our Nation’s seniors but also to their
children and their grandchildren and to
society at large. Unfortunately, every
time Congress moves toward trying to
reform Medicare, we do not do it. We
have taken the same approach year in
and year out with the thought of fixing
Medicare with a Band-Aid type of ap-
proach instead of addressing the fun-
damental defects in the program. We
have every year said we are going to fix
it this year by reducing the reimburse-
ment fees that doctors and hospitals
get for treating Medicare patients.

| said the other day, and others have
made this comment, that before too
long doctors and hospitals will refuse
to take Medicare patients because
their reimbursement rate from the
Government will be less than it costs
them to do business, that they will
simply refuse to take Medicare pa-
tients any longer.

That is already happening in my own
family. My mother-in-law just a week
ago informed us that after being diag-
nosed with an ailment of diabetes, in
trying to go to a local physician in our
State of Louisiana, they promptly in-
formed her they do not take Medicare
patients. | think that is something we
all need to be very concerned about. We
cannot continue to try to fix Medicare
with a proposal that truly does not fix
it.

What we introduce today is a pro-
posal to make an option available to
Medicare recipients which is patterned
on the Federal Employees Health Bene-
fit Plan that every Member of the Sen-
ate and every Member of the House and
all 9 million Federal employees have.

It is a program which is fundamen-
tally different than Medicare because,
unlike Medicare, it is based on com-
petition in the marketplace as opposed
to arbitrary price fixing of Medicare
services, which is the current system
under Medicare based here in Washing-
ton.

There was an interesting story in the
Washington Post this morning which
talked about how House and Senate
committees are looking at bringing
about reform to Medicare and Medicaid
and basing that reform on the Federal
health plan available to Members of
Congress and other Federal employees.
Unfortunately, while the Medicare pro-
posals which are now pending in the
House and the Senate will increase the
range of options available to seniors,
they lack the most important feature
of the Federal Employees Health Bene-
fit Plan. That is competition. Medicare
is the only program that fails to de-
liver health care based on competition
but does it based on arbitrary price fix-
ing, which is no longer working. The
proposals currently in both the House
and the Senate plan would continue to
base what we pay managed care pro-
grams on what we spend on the so-
called fee-for-service, currently avail-
able under Medicare. And that is the
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problem. There is not fundamental re-
form.

I think most committees are to be
commended. Our Finance Committee
draft does recognize that there is a
problem. But in trying to reduce the
costs of Medicare by $115 billion, al-
most all of those savings come out of
reducing payments to doctors and hos-
pitals. | have said what the problem is
there. Doctors and hospitals will begin
to refuse to take Medicare patients.
That, certainly, is not going to help
anyone.

So what we are recommending, Sen-
ator MAcK and |, by our approach, is to
introduce a test program over a 5-year
period to try to fundamentally reform
Medicare; to set up demonstration
projects around the country to allow
competitive bidding and negotiations
to take part in the delivery of Medi-
care services to seniors in this country.
We had an interesting report the other
day in our Aging Committee that
pointed out we are overpaying man-
aged care programs under Medicare by
almost $2 billion a year more than it is
costing them to treat the patients.
That is because it is not based on com-
petition, but rather on an arbitrary,
bureaucratic program that is run out
of a department here in Washington. |
don’t fault the program managers and
the bureaucrats. That is how Congress
set it up. But while it may have been a
good idea in 1965, in 1997 it is no longer
working. It is totally out of step with
the way health care services need to be
delivered in this country.

So what the Breaux-Mack proposal
says is that we are going to take a look
at how the Federal employee plan
works; we are going to do some dem-
onstration projects around the coun-
try; we are going to take those results,
and Congress will act on those results.
We will not just let the study sit on a
shelf somewhere in a library and not
have anything happen with it, but
rather we will have the Congress actu-
ally take those recommendations and
act on those recommendations.

We are convinced that with this new
approach, Medicare beneficiaries will
get more services. We start off with a
basic standardized plan that in addi-
tion to what is now available to Medi-
care patients, also includes prescrip-
tion drugs, which is incredibly impor-
tant. We also guarantee this basic
package will be available to all of the
people we are proposing. But the fun-
damental difference is they will have
more information about the plans, so
the plans will be able to be compared
for people to see which plan is the best.
So we will create a situation where
Medicare beneficiaries will have more
services offered to them, more choices
of which plan they would like to con-
sider, more benefits under those plans,
and we think we can clearly do it for
less money than is being spent on the
program right now.

One of the features of our program is
that it sets up an office of competition,
much like the private plans that are
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available now to Federal employees.
We think that an office of competition
will be able to call for people to actu-
ally come in and submit proposals.
Then, after they look at these propos-
als and make sure they meet the stand-
ardized package of benefits, they will
begin to negotiate with these people
who are offering these plans to our sen-
iors in the United States.

Competition is a wonderful thing.
For the right to treat 38 million Medi-
care recipients, people will compete.
They will say, ““Our plan is better than
their plan. Our plan offers more than
their plan. Our plan can do it at a bet-
ter price.” There will be a competitive
world set up that is not now available
to Medicare recipients.

That is the fundamental problem, I
think, that the House and Senate bills,
and respective Finance and Ways and
Means Committee bills, do not address.
It still says we are going to continue to
fix prices out of Washington for Medi-
care recipients. | think that every
think tank we have talked to—and
Senator MAck and | have met with lib-
eral think tanks and conservative
think tanks, and people who have spent
a lifetime studying this problem. Gen-
erally, they all have come to the same
conclusion—that greater competition
in the marketplace will allow health
providers to offer more services to sen-
ior citizens and do it at a better price.

So we are going to introduce today
legislation that does establish a Medi-
care reform package or proposals which
we think represent fundamental reform
in the system. We are not saying that
all seniors have to move into this pro-
gram immediately. No, we are saying
we ought to have a demonstration
project in 10 cities around the country
and in rural areas around America, to
see how it would work, do this test
marketing for about a 5-year period,
until we can get a great deal of infor-
mation about what is happening out
there when you try to reform this sys-
tem, then take that information and
bring it back to the Congress and have
Congress act on that recommendation.
We think that is something that makes
a great deal of sense.

I think it is a balanced way to pro-
ceed. We are not rushing into it. We are
not telling seniors they have to do
something overnight, but merely giv-
ing them the choice during this period
of time. | think that is what seniors
really want. They want the choice.
They want more information. They
want a better benefit package. And all
of us want, bottom line, to see that
this program is going to be around for
when we move into it, when our chil-
dren move into it, when the baby-
boomer generation we hear so much
talk about is ready to participate in
the program.

We clearly cannot continue down the
same path that we have continued on
for so many years, since 1965. We think
the Breaux-Mack proposal is a realistic
alternative. It merits bipartisan sup-
port, and we hope both committees ul-
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timately will bring to the floor a type
of program based on what myself and
Senator MAckK will be introducing in
the Congress today.

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and
Mr. HOLLINGS):

S. 905. A bill to establish a national
physical fitness and sports foundation
to carry out activities to support and
supplement the mission of the Presi-
dent’s Council on Physical Fitness and
Sports, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

THE SPORTS FOUNDATION ESTABLISHMENT ACT

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce, along with Sen-
ator HoLLINGS, the National Physical
Fitness and Sports Foundation Estab-
lishment Act. This bill would create a
charitable, not-for-profit foundation to
raise funds from the private sector to
support the activities of the Presi-
dent’s Council on Physical Fitness.

The President’s Council presently re-
lies on Federal appropriations to sup-
port its activities. In each of the last 2
fiscal years, the President’s Council
has received appropriations of approxi-
mately $1 million. Future appropria-
tions for the Mr. President’s Council
are at risk as we strive to balance the
Federal budget.

The foundation created by this bill
would raise private funds to sustain
the President’s Council on Physical
Fitness. To facilitate fundraising, the
foundation is permitted to offer the use
of the seal of the President’s Council
for promotional purposes in exchange
for sponsorship funds. The bill does not
authorize the expenditure of Federal
funds.

The primary goal of the President’s
Council is to foster programs that en-
courage people of all ages to partici-
pate regularly in sports and physical
activities. The President’s Council fo-
cuses on grassroots, community-based
programs. Perhaps the Council’s most
well known activity is the President’s
Challenge Physical Fitness Awards
Program which is administered by
teachers and youth programs across
the country.

We should act to preserve the Presi-
dent’s Council. Its activities are par-
ticularly important because our Na-
tion’s children are becoming increas-
ingly less physically fit even as we
learn that physical fitness in one’s
youth is important to living a healthy
life during adulthood.

By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself,
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. HATCH, and Mr.
GRAHAM):

S. 906. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the eco-
nomic activity credit for Puerto Rico,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

THE PUERTO RICO ECONOMIC ACTIVITY CREDIT
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | rise

today to join Senator CHAFEE, Senator
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MOYNIHAN, Senator BREAUX, Senator
HATCH, and Senator Bob GRAHAM in in-
troducing legislation that will induce
investment and create employment in
Puerto Rico. Puerto Ricans have been
U.S. citizens since 1917. Since World
War | an estimated 200,000 Puerto
Ricans have served in the U.S. Armed
Forces. Yet, the Puerto Rican unem-
ployment rate is more than twice the
national average, its annual per capita
income is less than half the national
average, and well over 50 percent of its
population live below the poverty line.
We as a Congress must take action to
bring Puerto Rico’s economy up to the
levels that we expect for all Americans.

Under current law, section 30A of the
Internal Revenue Code provides a tar-
geted wage credit to companies during
business in Puerto Rico based upon the
compensation paid to their employees.
It does not allow new business starts
and the credit terminates in 2006. As a
result, existing companies have little
incentive to make new investments or
replace depreciating plant and equip-
ment. Job losses will occur as existing
plants are shut down and these activi-
ties may be transferred to foreign loca-
tions. Net job growth can only occur if
new firms start up and if expanding
firms replace job losses. Manufacturing
accounts for more than 40 percent of
Puerto Ricos gross domestic product.

This legislation expands section 30A
to provide an employer tax credit for
employees located in Puerto Rico that
will also cover new businesses. This
credit is based upon the compensation
to their employees. The credit will
only remain until economic conditions
improve within Puerto Rico including
an unemployment rate not to exceed
150 percent of the U.S. average, per
capita income is at least 66 percent of
the national average, and that the pov-
erty level does not exceed 30 percent.
The economic conditions for the tax in-
centives to end are modest but achieve
significant economic progress for the
people of Puerto Rico.

This legislation serves U.S. fiscal in-
terests. Without spurring job creation
in Puerto Rico, the United States will
be paying unemployment and welfare
benefits to people that have a strong
work ethic and impressive job skills.
Puerto Rico has a labor force of 1.3 mil-
lion people. Of this total approxi-
mately 190,000 are available for em-
ployment. We must do everything pos-
sible to help facilitate employment for
these people.

Even though Puerto Rico is located
1,600 miles southeast of New York City,
the people of New York have a direct
interest in the Puerto Rican economy.
Puerto Rican subsidiaries of mainland
companies purchase approximately $195
million per year worth of supplies and
services from New York. Corporations
headquartered in New York State that
have invested in Puerto Rico employ
over 39,000 persons in New York. If cor-
porations are drawn to other regions
where there are tax incentives, New
York State will not only lose jobs but
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also significant amounts of income
from goods and services.

Mr. President, this legislation is a
powerful economic development
initative that is vital to Puerto Rico
because of the many hurdles the people
face in their struggle for development.
The island faces much higher transpor-
tation costs than most States; an in-
frastructure which still needs billions
in investment to bring it up to accept-
able standards and it is faced with
competition within the Caribbean and
other locations which pay wages a frac-
tion of Puerto Rico’s.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to join us in
cosponsoring this important legisla-
tion.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the complete text of the bill
be placed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 906

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT OF 1986
CODE.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Puerto Rico Economic Activity Credit
Improvement Act of 1997”".

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CoDE.—Except as
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

SEC. 2. MODIFICATIONS OF PUERTO RICO ECO-
NOMIC ACTIVITY CREDIT.

(a) CORPORATIONS ELIGIBLE To CLAIM CRED-
IT.—Section 30A(a)(2) (defining qualified do-
mestic corporation) is amended to read as
follows:

““(2) QUALIFIED DOMESTIC CORPORATION.—
For purposes of paragraph (1)—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A domestic corporation
shall be treated as a qualified domestic cor-
poration for a taxable year if it is actively
conducting within Puerto Rico during the
taxable year—

‘(i) a line of business with respect to which
the domestic corporation is an existing cred-
it claimant under section 936(j)(9), or

“(if) an eligible line of business not de-
scribed in clause (i).

‘“(B) LIMITATION TO LINES OF BUSINESS.—A
domestic corporation shall be treated as a
qualified domestic corporation under sub-
paragraph (A) only with respect to the lines
of business described in subparagraph (A)
which it is actively conducting in Puerto
Rico during the taxable year.

““(C) EXCEPTION FOR CORPORATIONS ELECT-
ING REDUCED CREDIT.—A domestic corpora-
tion shall not be treated as a qualified cor-
poration if such corporation (or any prede-
cessor) had an election in effect under sec-
tion 936(a)(4)(B)(iii) for any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1996.”’

(b) APPLICATION ON SEPARATE LINE OF BusI-
NESS BASIS; ELIGIBLE LINE OF BUSINESS.—
Section 30A is amended by redesignating
subsection (g) as subsection (h) and by in-
serting after subsection (f) the following new
subsection:

‘“(g) APPLICATION ON LINE OF BUSINESS
BAsIS; ELIGIBLE LINES OF BUSINESs.—For
purposes of this section—

‘(1) APPLICATION TO SEPARATE LINE OF BUSI-
NESS.—
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—INn determining the
amount of the credit under subsection (a),
this section shall be applied separately with
respect to each substantial line of business
of the qualified domestic corporation.

“(B) EXCEPTIONS FOR EXISTING CREDIT
CLAIMANT.—This paragraph shall not apply
to a substantial line of business with respect
to which the qualified domestic corporation
is an existing credit claimant under section
936(j)(9).

““(C) ALLOCATION.—The Secretary shall pre-
scribe rules necessary to carry out the pur-
poses of this paragraph, including rules—

‘(i) for the allocation of items of income,
gain, deduction, and loss for purposes of de-
termining taxable income under subsection
(a), and

“(it) for the allocation of wages, fringe
benefit expenses, and depreciation allow-
ances for purposes of applying the limita-
tions under subsection (d).

““(2) ELIGIBLE LINE OF BUSINESS.—The term
‘eligible line of business’ means a substantial
line of business in any of the following
trades or businesses:

“(A) Manufacturing.

““(B) Agriculture.

““(C) Forestry.

‘(D) Fishing.

““(3) SUBSTANTIAL LINE OF BUSINESS.—For
purposes of this subsection, the determina-
tion of whether a line of business is a sub-
stantial line of business shall be determined
by reference to 2-digit codes under the North
American Industry Classification System (62
Fed. Reg. 17288 et seq., formerly known as
‘SIC codes’).”

(c) REPEAL OF BASE PERIOD CAP.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 30A(a)(1) (relating
to allowance of credit) is amended by strik-
ing the last sentence.

) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
30A(e)(1) is amended by inserting ‘“‘but not
including subsection (j)(3)(A)(ii) thereof”
after ‘‘thereunder”.

(d) APPLICATION OF CREDIT.—Section 30A(h)
(relating to applicability of section), as re-
designated by subsection (b), is amended to
read as follows:

““(h) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall apply
to taxable years beginning after December
31, 1995, and before the termination date.

““(2) TERMINATION DATE.—For purposes of
paragraph (1)—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The termination date is
the first day of the 4th calendar year follow-
ing the close of the first period for which a
certification is issued by the Secretary under
subparagraph (B).

““(B) CERTIFICATION.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall issue
a certification under this subparagraph for
the first 3-consecutive calendar year period
beginning after December 31, 1997, for which
the Secretary determines that Puerto Rico
has met the requirements of clause (ii) for
each calendar year within the period.

“(ii) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements of
this clause are met with respect to Puerto
Rico for any calendar year if—

“(1) the average monthly rate of unemploy-
ment in Puerto Rico does not exceed 150 per-
cent of the average monthly rate of unem-
ployment for the United States for such
year,

“(11) the per capita income of Puerto Rico
is at least 66 percent of the per capita in-
come of the United States, and

“(111) the poverty level within Puerto Rico
does not exceed 30 percent.”

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 30A(b) is amended by striking
“within a possession’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘“within Puerto Rico”.

(2) Section 30A(d) is amended by striking
‘‘possession’’ each place it appears.
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(3) Section 30A(f) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

““(1) QUALIFIED INCOME TAXES.—The quali-
fied income taxes for any taxable year allo-
cable to nonsheltered income shall be deter-
mined in the same manner as under section
936(i)(3).

“(2) QUALIFIED WAGES.—The qualified
wages for any taxable year shall be deter-
mined in the same manner as under section
936(i)(1).

““(3) OTHER TERMS.—AnNy term used in this
section which is also used in section 936 shall
have the same meaning given such term by
section 936.”

(f) EFFeECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1997.

SEC. 3. COMPARABLE TREATMENT FOR OTHER
ECONOMIC ACTIVITY CREDIT.

(a) CORPORATIONS ELIGIBLE TO CLAIM CRED-
IT.—Section 936(j)(2)(A) (relating to eco-
nomic activity credit) is amended to read as
follows:

““(A) ECONOMIC ACTIVITY CREDIT.—

““(i) IN GENERAL.—InN the case of a domestic
corporation which, during the taxable year,
is actively conducting within a possession
other than Puerto Rico—

“(1) a line of business with respect to
which the domestic corporation is an exist-
ing credit claimant under paragraph (9), or

“(I1) an eligible line of business not de-
scribed in subclause (1),
the credit determined under subsection
(@)(1)(A) shall be allowed for taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1995, and before
January 1, 2002.

“(if) LIMITATION TO LINES OF BUSINESS.—
Clause (i) shall only apply with respect to
the lines of business described in clause (i)
which the domestic corporation is actively
conducting in a possession other than Puerto
Rico during the taxable year.

““(iii) EXCEPTION FOR CORPORATIONS ELECT-
ING REDUCED CREDIT.—Clause (i) shall not
apply to a domestic corporation if such cor-
poration (or any predecessor) had an election
in effect under subsection (a)(4)(B)(iii) for
any taxable year beginning after December
31, 1996.”"

(b) APPLICATION ON SEPARATE LINE OF Busi-
NESS BASIS; ELIGIBLE LINE OF BUSINESS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 936(j) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

““(11) APPLICATION ON LINE OF BUSINESS
BASIS; ELIGIBLE LINES OF BUSINESS.—For pur-
poses of this section—

“(A) APPLICATION TO SEPARATE LINE OF
BUSINESS.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—INn determining the
amount of the credit under subsection
(@)(1)(A) for a corporation to which para-
graph (2)(A) applies, this section shall be ap-
plied separately with respect to each sub-
stantial line of business of the corporation.

“(if) EXCEPTIONS FOR EXISTING CREDIT
CLAIMANT.—This paragraph shall not apply
to a line of business with respect to which
the qualified domestic corporation is an ex-
isting credit claimant under paragraph (9).

“(iii) ALLOCATION.—The Secretary shall
prescribe rules necessary to carry out the
purposes of this subparagraph, including
rules—

“(1) for the allocation of items of income,
gain, deduction, and loss for purposes of de-
termining taxable income under subsection
@@®@A), and

“(I1) for the allocation of wages, fringe
benefit expenses, and depreciation allow-
ances for purposes of applying the limita-
tions under subsection (a)(4)(A).

““(B) ELIGIBLE LINE OF BUSINESS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘eligible
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line of business’ means a substantial line of
business in any of the following trades or
businesses:

‘(i) Manufacturing.

““(ii) Agriculture.

““(iii) Forestry.

“(iv) Fishing.”

(2) NEw LINES OF BUSINESS.—Section
936(j)(9)(B) is amended to read as follows:

“(B) NEW LINES OF BUSINESS.—A corpora-
tion shall not be treated as an existing credit
claimant with respect to any substantial
new line of business which is added after Oc-
tober 13, 1995, unless such addition is pursu-
ant to an acquisition described in subpara-
graph (A)(ii).”

(3) SEPARATE LINES OF BUSINESS.—Section
936(j), as amended by paragraph (1), is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘“(12) SUBSTANTIAL LINE OF BUSINESS.—For
purposes of this subsection (other than para-
graph (9)(B) thereof), the determination of
whether a line of business is a substantial
line of business shall be determined by ref-
erence to 2-digit codes under the North
American Industry Classification System (62
Fed. Reg. 17288 et seq., formerly known as
‘SIC codes’).”’

(c) REPEAL OF BASE PERIOD CAP FOR Eco-
NOMIC ACTIVITY CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 936(j)(3) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“(3) ADDITIONAL RESTRICTED REDUCED CRED-
IT.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—IN the case of an exist-
ing credit claimant to which paragraph (2)(B)
applies, the credit determined under sub-
section (a)(1)(A) shall be allowed for any tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1997,
and before January 1, 2006, except that the
aggregate amount of taxable income taken
into account under subsection (a)(1)(A) for
such taxable year shall not exceed the ad-
justed base period income of such claimant.

‘“(B) COORDINATION  WITH  SUBSECTION
(@)(4)(B).—The amount of income described in
subsection (a)(1)(A) which is taken into ac-
count in applying subsection (a)(4)(B) shall
be such income as reduced under this para-
graph.”

(@3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
936(j)(2)(A), as amended by subsection (@), is
amended by striking ‘2002 and inserting
2006,

(d) APPLICATION OF CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 936(j)(2)(A), as
amended by this section, is amended by
striking ‘““January 1, 2006”” and inserting ‘‘the
termination date”’.

(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR APPLICABLE POSSES-
SIONS.—Section 936(j)(8)(A) is amended to
read as follows:

“(A) IN GENERAL.—INn the case of an appli-
cable possession—

‘(i) this section (other than the preceding
paragraphs of this subsection) shall not
apply for taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1995, and before January 1, 2006,
with respect to any substantial line of busi-
ness actively conducted in such possession
by a domestic corporation which is an exist-
ing credit claimant with respect to such line
of business, and

‘(i) this section (including this sub-
section) shall apply—

“(1) with respect to any substantial line of
business not described in clause (i) for tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 1997,
and before the termination date, and

“(11) with respect to any substantial line of
business described in clause (i) for taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2006, and
before the termination date.”

(3) TERMINATION DATE.—Section 936(j), as
amended by subsection (b), is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph.
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““(13) TERMINATION DATE.—For purposes of
this subsection—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The termination date
for any possession other than Puerto Rico is
the first day of the 4th calendar year follow-
ing the close of the first period for which a
certification is issued by the Secretary under
subparagraph (B).

““(B) CERTIFICATION.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall issue
a certification for a possession under this
subparagraph for the first 3-consecutive cal-
endar year period beginning after December
31, 1997, for which the Secretary determines
that the possession has met the require-
ments of clause (ii) for each calendar year
within the period.

““(i1) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements of
this clause are met with respect to a posses-
sion for any calendar year if—

“(1) the average monthly rate of unemploy-
ment in the possession does not exceed 150
percent of the average monthly rate of un-
employment for the United States for such
year,

“(I1) the per capita income of the posses-
sion is at least 66 percent of the per capita
income of the United States, and

“(111) the poverty level within the posses-
sion does not exceed 30 percent.”’

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1997.

(2) NEw LINES OF BUSINESS.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (b)(2) shall apply to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
1995.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
today | am joining Senator D’AMATO,
along with Senators CHAFEE, BREAUX,
HATCH and GRAHAM, in introducing bi-
partisan legislation to improve the ex-
isting tax credit for providing employ-
ment in Puerto Rico.

Economic conditions in Puerto Rico
are cause for serious concern. Over half
of the population lives below the pov-
erty line. Puerto Rico’s average annual
per capita income of approximately
$7,500 is less than one-third the na-
tional average. Its average unemploy-
ment rate is well over twice the na-
tional average of 4.8 percent for May
1997.

In recent years, Congress has twice
imposed significant tax increases on
companies doing business in Puerto
Rico, first in 1993 and again in 1996.
While it is unclear to what extent
those tax changes will result in em-
ployer relocation or lost jobs, they un-
doubtedly have increased the vulner-
ability of the economy of Puerto Rico.
Exacerbating this economic uncer-
tainty, the tax changes are being
phased in at the same time that Puerto
Rico faces increased economic competi-
tion from low-wage Caribbean coun-
tries and from Mexico.

This legislation would respond to
these serious problems by building on
the temporary wage credit that is cur-
rently provided in the Internal Reve-
nue Code. Employers generally would
be eligible for a tax credit equal to 60
percent of wages and fringe benefit ex-
penses for employees located in Puerto
Rico. New as well as existing employ-
ers would be rewarded for providing
local jobs. The credit would remain in
effect until the attainment of specific
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economic goals in Puerto Rico, which
would trigger an automatic phaseout of
the credit.

I believe this investment in the long-
term economic health and well-being of
Puerto Rico is imperative. It is our ob-
ligation to the people of Puerto Rico,
who are U.S. citizens but not rep-
resented in the Senate, to take note
and address the very serious plight of
their economy.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | would
like to join with my distinguished col-
league, Senator MOYNIHAN, the ranking
member of the Finance Committee,
along with both Republicans and
Democrats on the Finance Committee
to seek a restoration of job creation
and economic growth incentives for
U.S. businesses in Puerto Rico.

Last year’s tax legislation eliminated
the longstanding incentive that applied
in Puerto Rico: section 936. Efforts
were made to replace section 936 with a
new wage credit provision in section
30A, but even that provision is sched-
uled to expire. The legislation enacted
did not provide for any tax benefits for
new companies locating in Puerto Rico
or existing companies expanding their
operation on the island. The legislation
we introduce today will make perma-
nent wage credit benefits of section 30A
to companies seeking to locate or ex-
pand their activities in Puerto Rico.

Puerto Rico’s economy is directly re-
lated to the economies of Florida and
many other States. Most of the mate-
rials and many services used by manu-
facturing facilities in Puerto Rico are
supplied from the States. Puerto Rico
is also the center of economic activity
for the entire strategic Caribbean re-
gion. Any downturn in the economy of
Puerto Rico would have serious nega-
tive implications for the States that do
significant business with the island as
well as for the Caribbean Basin as a
whole.

The bill we introduce today would tie
tax benefits directly to wages paid and
investment made in Puerto Rico. It is
targeted, efficient, and has the broad
bipartisan support of the public and
private sectors in Puerto Rico. It is a
provision that we should act on now.
We should not await a significant
downturn in the Puerto Rico economy
before taking action. It is clearly desir-
able and necessary to act this year if
we are to increase economic conditions
in Puerto Rico to levels consistent
with those we should expect for all
American citizens.

By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself
and Mr. BAucus):

S. 907. A bill to amend the Revenue
Act of 1987 to provide a permanent ex-
tension of the transition rule for cer-
tain publicly traded partnerships; to
the Committee on Finance.

TAX CODE LEGISLATION

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | rise
today to join Senator BAucus in intro-
ducing legislation that will amend the
Tax Code to provide a permanent ex-
tension of a grandfather provision con-
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tained in the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1987. This 10 year
grandfather provision was provided for
publicly traded partnerships [PTP’s]
that were in existence as of December
17, 1987. A PTP is a partnership whose
interests are traded on established se-
curities exchanges or are readily
tradable in secondary markets.

Included in the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1987 is section 7704 of
the Internal Revenue Code. The section
provides that PTP’s will generally be
taxed as corporations; income or loss
does not pass through to the partners.
Section 7704 does not apply, however,
to PTP’s where 90 percent or more of
their income is qualifying income, such
as from interest, dividends, real estate,
timber, oil, and gas. This exception ap-
plies regardless when the PTP was
formed. Other PTP’s in existence when
section 7704 was enacted were grand-
fathered, but only for 10 years, through
1997. Our legislation would extend the
grandfather provision permanently.

The purpose of section 7704 according
to the committee reports was intended
to stop the long term erosion of the
corporate tax base. There was a con-
cern that much of corporate America
would convert to PTP’s resulting in a
decline of corporate tax revenues.

This purpose has been achieved be-
cause of the prospective application of
that section. There were approximately
120 PTP’s in existence in 1987 and be-
cause of the legislation the number of
PTP’s did not snowball. Permanently
grandfathering PTP’s would not defeat
the purpose of the 1987 legislation since
the grandfather applies only to those
PTP’s that were in existence at the
time of the 1987 legislation.

Fairness to the owners of the PTP’s
that were grandfathered during the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1987 is an important issue. The conver-
sion from a corporation to a PTP was a
costly and time-consuming process.
The companies that converted to PTP
form relied on the expectation that
they would be able to operate as part-
nerships as long as they wanted. The
conversion process involved consulta-
tion with investment bankers, apprais-
als, planning by corporate finance, se-
curities and tax lawyers, multiple fil-
ings with the Securities and Exchange
Commission and State securities agen-
cies, proxy statements and shareholder
votes, et cetera. This process would not
have been started or completed had
there been any reasonable prospect
that a change in the tax law would
have applied retroactively or after a
limited period of time. Failure to pass
this legislation will be punishing PTPs
that played by the rules.

If the grandfather is not made perma-
nent many of these same costs will be
incurred once again. Grandfathered
PTP’s will be forced to convert to cor-
porate form by January 1998. To do so
will require lengthy planning, and the
same investment banking advice, ap-
praisals and attorney fees. The need for
extensive, advance planning makes it
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essential that the matter be resolved
this year. These PTP’s relied on the
law in effect before passage of the 1987
act and it is unreasonable and unfair to
now force these PTP’s to undergo this
expensive, time consuming process to
convert to corporate form. No public
purpose will be served by such forced
conversions.

The loss of the grandfather will hurt
PTP investors and employees of the
companies. The value of PTP units will
decline if the grandfather is not perma-
nently implemented. Most of these in-
vestors are average, middle-class tax-
payers who have invested in PTP units
oftentimes through an individual re-
tirement account, because of the desire
for a safe, liquid investment. As PTP
units decline in value, a company’s
ability to expand will be negatively af-
fected and the employees will suffer.

We do not achieve any tax policy
goal by honoring the 10-year grand-
father. That goal was fully achieved by
making section 7704 apply prospec-
tively. Instead, all we would accom-
plish by not making the grandfather
provision permanent would be harm to
these PTP’s and their investors. The
PTP’s operate in all 50 States affecting
many of our districts and include a
wide variety of industries, from motels
and restaurants to chemicals and fi-
nancial advising. The most recent
count indicates that there are well
over 300,000 individual investors.

Mr. President, 1 urge my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to join me
and Senator BAucus in cosponsoring
this important legislation.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the complete text of the bill
be placed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 907

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF TRANSI-

TION RULE FOR CERTAIN PUBLICLY
TRADED PARTNERSHIPS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
10211(c) of the Revenue Act of 1987 (Public
Law 100-203) is amended to read as follows:

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1987, except
that such amendments shall not apply to
any existing partnership.”

(b) EFFeECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the provisions of section 10211 of
the Revenue Act of 1987.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my colleague, Sen-
ator D’AMATO, in introducing this leg-
islation, which would permanently ex-
tend the 10-year grandfather for pub-
licly traded partnerships [PTP’s].

PTP’s were first created in the early
1980’s for the purpose of combining the
traditional limited partnership form
with the ability to have the partner-
ship units freely traded on established
securities or secondary markets. When
Congress enacted the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1987, it included a
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provision which reversed existing law
at the time by requiring that PTP’s
would generally be treated as corpora-
tions for income tax purposes. The act
completely exempted certain types of
PTP’s from the law, primarily those
whose income is derived from resources
such as timber, oil and gas, minerals,
and real estate. PTP’s which did not
meet the criteria were given a 10-year
transition period, after which they
would no longer be exempted from the
new requirements. This transition pe-
riod, the grandfather, expires at the
end of 1997. Our bill would extend it
permanently.

Mr. President, there is no public or
tax policy reason for treating the
grandfathered PTP’s differently than
those completely exempted from the
law. All of the PTP’s relied upon the
law that was in effect when they were
created. They are all similarly struc-
tured and deserve the same right to
preserve their partnership status, re-
gardless of the line of business in which
they operate. There are only 27 of them
remaining, and they are involved in a
wide variety of industries, from motels
and restaurants to chemicals, financial
advising and macadamia nuts. They
went through a costly and time-con-
suming process in order to convert
from a corporation to a PTP in the
first place, and will incur many of the
same costs if they are now required to
convert back to corporate form when
the grandfather expires in January.

More importantly, I am concerned
about the effect that the loss of the
grandfather will have on PTP inves-
tors. It is a virtual certainty that the
value of PTP units will be adversely af-
fected if the grandfather expires, re-
ducing the value of the investor’s hold-
ings. Most of these investors are aver-
age, middle-class taxpayers, many of
them elderly, who invested in PTP
units because of their high yield. They
are scattered throughout the country,
and at last count numbered over
300,000. Many made this investment be-
fore the 1987 act was passed.

There is no tax policy goal that will
be achieved by allowing the grand-
father to expire. That goal was fully
achieved by making the law apply pro-
spectively. All we accomplish is inflict-
ing harm on these PTP’s and their in-
vestors, without their having done any-
thing illegal or improper when they
were created. With this action, all re-
maining PTP’s would be treated uni-
formly under the law. If the legislation
is incorporated into this year’s rec-
onciliation bill, it will be as a revenue-
neutral measure.

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon (for
himself and Mr. WYDEN):

S. 908. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to participate in
a water conservation project with the
Tumalo Irrigation District, OR; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.
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THE TUMALO IRRIGATION DISTRICT WATER

CONSERVATION PROJECT AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I am today introducing legislation to
authorize financial assistance to the
Tumalo Irrigation District for the con-
struction of water system improve-
ments for the purposes of efficient uti-
lization of water and to increase water
for in-stream flows in Tumalo Creek
and the Deschutes River basin.

The district will conserve approxi-
mately 40,000 acre feet of water per
year upon completion of the project.
This conservation will allow the diver-
sions from the Deschutes River and
Tumalo Creek to be reduced by about
32,000 acre-feet. This increased in-
stream waterflow will improve water
quality, fisheries, increase opportuni-
ties for recreation, and enhance fire
protection with the possible installa-
tion of hydrants.

This legislation also has the added
benefit of local funding with 50 percent
coming from the district, State, and
community. This project will be com-
pleted in phases with the recommended
total appropriation at $15,000,000.

I am proud of the district’s work to
improve in-stream flows. This is a posi-
tive solution to the inefficient and en-
vironmentally unsound system now in
place. Oregon has long demonstrated
its ability to identify innovative and
progressive solutions, and | believe
that this legislation will allow the
Tumalo Irrigation District to proudly
continue that tradition.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be inserted
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 908

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress Assembled, That this Act may be
cited as the ‘“Tumalo Irrigation District
Water Conservation Project Authorization
Act’’.

SEC. 2. At the request of the Tumalo Irriga-
tion District, Oregon, the Secretary of the
Interior may participate in the design, plan-
ning, and construction of a comprehensive
water conservation project by the District.
The federal share of the costs of such project
may not exceed 50 percent.

SEC. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary of the Interior, plus
or minus such amounts as may be justified
by reason of ordinary fluctuations of applica-
ble cost indexes, not to exceed $15,000,000 for
the federal share of costs related to the
project.

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr.
KERREY, and Mr. HOLLINGS):

S. 909. A bill to encourage and facili-
tate the creation of secure public net-
works for communication, commerce,
education, medicine, and government;
to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

SECURE PUBLIC NETWORKS ACT

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, earlier,
| sent to the desk a bill that | intro-
duced on behalf of myself, Senator
McCaiN  of Arizona, Senator JOHN

S5699

KERRY of Massachusetts, and Senator
FRITZ HOLLINGS of South Carolina. The
bill is called the Secure Public Net-
works Act of 1997, and it establishes as
a priority that we are going to try with
our law to develop a mechanism where-
by, in collaboration with the private
sector, the U.S. Government can work
to secure these public networks upon
which our commerce depends, our Gov-
ernment operations depend, and in-
creasingly our national security de-
pends.

Secure public networks are essential
to the protection of personal privacy
and the promotion of commerce on the
Internet and other communications
networks. Without trust in the system,
the Internet will never reach its full
potential as a new form of communica-
tions in commerce.

I believe there is an urgent need to
enact legislation this year which can
promote the creation and use of new
networks, provide the security Amer-
ican citizens require in their commu-
nications and balance America’s com-
pelling interest in commerce and pub-
lic safety.

Congress has been gridlocked for
more than a year in the debate about
the Nation’s export policy for
encryption products. Our Nation’s pol-
icy on encryption is only a single piece
of the puzzle, however. We need to en-
sure that the whole system of our pub-
lic communications networks provides
the security required.

There are three large interests, as |
see it, at stake in this entire debate.
One of the reasons there is an urgency
to develop new legislation and enact
new legislation that the President will
be able to sign this year is that unless
these networks are secure, we risk all
three.

The first is in the area of commerce.
The increasing amount of business that
is being done on the network and the
failure to be able to establish security
on an international basis risks the full
development potential of commercial
networks.

The second is in the area of Govern-
ment operations itself. Not only are
there concerns in the private sector
but on the Government side, from the
Internal Revenue Service even to the
operations of schools, that we need to
have a secure public network. Obvi-
ously, if we are going to develop fully
the electronic filing system—and for
colleagues’ reference, less than 1 per-
cent error rate occurs in electronic fil-
ing, where nearly a 25-percent filing
rate occurs in paper filing, there is a
potential for saving money.

In addition to that, there is an in-
creasing amount of education that is
occurring on the network, once again
offering a tremendous amount of sav-
ings for individuals who look for ways
to leverage intellectual property and
increase the efficiency of education.
You need look no further than what is
going on now in the area of education
on the network, but it needs to be se-
cure.



S5700

In the area of law enforcement,
again, there is an offensive and defen-
sive capability, and | am addressing at
this instance the defensive capability,
our ability to be able to communicate,
for national security reasons, and our
ability to be able to communicate for
law enforcement reasons and know
those communications are secure is the
first order of business of the Secure
Public Networks Act of 1997.

Our commercial interests, Mr. Presi-
dent, lie in maintaining American
companies’ leading position as produc-
ers of software and in the promotion of
commerce on-line on the Internet. | do
not believe we can fully achieve either
of these objectives if the current law
remains unchanged.

Second, the American people should
be able to have secure access to their
Government, as | indicated before, not
just with the IRS, but also a whole
range of other services, including the
Government job of educating our peo-
ple. There is a tremendous requirement
in every single operation of Govern-
ment for the consumer of those serv-
ices to know that their communication
is secure, that there is no manipulation
of the data, no transference of that
data.

And as | said, again, thirdly, there is
a public safety interest in meeting the
needs of law enforcement and national
defense. Here a secure public network
can provide both defensive and offen-
sive security.

Mr. President, the greatest threat to
our citizens’ privacy is very often de-
scribed by some advocates of change as
being the Government. They are afraid
of the Government interfering with
their privacy. But | urge my colleagues
to consider what the marketplace sees
out there, which is that increasingly it
is the private-sector interests that are
the greatest threat to the privacy of
citizens.

For example, the FBI reported last
month that a hacker collected 100,000
credit card numbers from an Internet
provider and then attempted to sell
these numbers for cash. This is a pri-
vate-sector individual out there, obvi-
ously very skilled. These hackers and
crackers are skilled way beyond my ca-
pacity to understand what they are
doing, except to know that they have
the ability to come in and steal infor-
mation that has great value, to manip-
ulate that data and do not just a little
bit of mischief but put our commercial
and our national security interests at
risk.

There was a story in the New York
Times last week, Mr. President, that
detailed the trauma and the horror
faced in 1994 by a Texas woman who re-
ceived a letter full of threatening sex-
ual comments from an inmate in a
Texas prison. She asked the question,
““How did this inmate get access to the
information?’”’ and was surprised to dis-
cover that her personal life had become
available as a result of a private-sector
company’s use of Texas inmates to do
input into their data bases.
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There was another example in this
same article about a 1993 employee at a
car dealership in New Jersey using
their company’s access to credit infor-
mation to open false accounts in their
customers’ names and charging up
thousands of dollars of merchandise
with the fraudulent cards.

Another example, in 1995, a convicted
child rapist, working in a Boston hos-
pital, used a former fellow employee’s
password to access information on the
hospital’s patients. He found the phone
numbers of young patients in the area,
and then made obscene phone calls to
girls as young as 8 years old.

There are many other examples that
one could give. The point that I am
trying to make, Mr. President, is, as
this debate unfolds, one of the things
you will hear immediately is that this
legislation is an attempt by Govern-
ment to gain access over the privacy of
individuals. That is simply not true.
There is protection after protection
after protection in this legislation
guarding against that.

This is an attempt to tighten up the
security so that we know that a private
individual, as | indicated here earlier
with three or four examples, does not
have the opportunity to either come in
and intercept your communication or
go into your data base and retrieve in-
formation that they will use against
you or manipulate a data base so as to
engage in fraudulent transactions that
could cost not only the companies but
could cost the individual substantial
amounts of money.

To provide privacy protection and
help prevent abuse of public networks,
the Secure Public Networks Act makes
it illegal for a person to use encryption
to commit a crime; to exceed lawful
authority in decrypting data or com-
munications; to break the encryption
code of another for the purpose of vio-
lating privacy, security, and property
rights; to steal intellectual property on
a public communications network; and
to misuse key recovery information.

This act fully protects and strength-
ens the privacy rights of the individual
without damaging the interest of pub-
lic safety. Law enforcement will be
granted access to key recovery infor-
mation only if they have authority
based on existing statute, rule or law.
Audits will be performed by the De-
partment of Justice which will ensure
this process is not circumvented or
abused, and | would expect these audits
to be available to the appropriate con-
gressional oversight committees.

Both the Government and the private
sector need to work together to create
the infrastructure and technology that
will give the users total confidence in
the security of commercial trans-
actions and personal communications.
As the largest purchaser of computer
software and hardware, the Federal
Government can create important in-
centives to help the market fulfill this
need.

The idea here, Mr. President, is to
say that the Federal law can provide
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incentives for market-based solutions.
It will be for the most part the market
that solves these problems and deter-
mines what kind of technology will be
used in the solution of these problems.
The Secure Public Networks Act of
1997, however, provides a framework
and some standardization to make cer-
tain that we expedite that happening.

This act also sets up a voluntary reg-
istration system for public key certifi-
cate authorities and key recovery
agents which help build confidence in
the secure public network. Since the
Internet is international and online
commerce will be worldwide, the Unit-
ed States alone cannot develop a secure
public network on the scale necessary
to address this technology. Our legisla-
tion therefore, Mr. President, calls on
the President to continue consulta-
tions and negotiations with foreign
countries to ensure secure public net-
works are built on a global scale.

The Secure Public Networks Act cre-
ates an advisory panel with industry
representatives to assist the Govern-
ment in adapting policies to meet
changing technology and changing
commercial situations. This panel will
also advise the Secretary of Commerce
on the commercial situation American
companies face overseas and rec-
ommend changes in U.S. policy to as-
sist industry.

The act also calls for additional Fed-
eral research to facilitate the creation
of secure public networks and the co-
operation and coordination of depart-
ments and agencies on both Federal
and State levels to ensure the develop-
ment of secure public networks.

Mr. President, | believe the Secure
Public Networks Act of 1997 will move
our Nation closer to secure computer
and telecommunications networks and
help resolve the debate on encryption
as well. The alternative to the rule of
law in this dynamic area is chaos and
anarchy, a condition which will pre-
vent Internet-type networks from
reaching their full potential and which
will hurt the interests of industry, the
interests of the public, and the inter-
ests of law enforcement and national
security. Congress’ duty to make laws
to strengthen these networks is clear. |
suggest we set a public goal of getting
a bill to the President by October 1. |
believe if we set a goal of this kind and
stick to it, we will enable not only the
market to develop, but it will enable us
to provide the security needed for us to
be able to move Government oper-
ations into the new paradigm of net-
work activity.

By Mr. FRIST:

S. 910. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for carrying out the Earthquake
Hazard Reduction Act of 1977 for fiscal
years 1998 and 1999, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.
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THE 1998—99 REAUTHORIZATION OF THE

EARTHQUAKE HAZARD REDUCTION ACT OF 1997

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | rise
today to offer the 1998-99 Reauthoriza-
tion of the Earthquake Hazard Reduc-
tion Act of 1977. This piece of legisla-
tion reauthorizes the agencies that are
working to reduce earthquake hazards
throughout the Nation. These four
agencies: The Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency [FEMA], which serves
as the lead agency, the U.S. Geological
Survey [USGS], National Science
Foundation [NSF], and National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology
[NIST], each play a critical role in this
important mission.

This bill continues the funding for
agency activities including research,
hazard assessment, and public edu-
cation, and moves these activities for-
ward. It also builds upon the national
seismic network, improving its capa-
bility, and forming the basis for a real-
time seismic hazard warning system. A
real-time warning system has the po-
tential for saving lives by alerting peo-
ple outside the immediate area of an
impending seismic shock. Advance
warning can be critical in preventing
injury in many sectors of modern life,
such as high-speed trail transportation.

This reauthorization has an impor-
tant provision which underscores our
commitment to education. This bill
would let NSF create and disseminate
Earth science educational materials in
a way that permits easy access by edu-
cators and the general public. Ac-
knowledging that FEMA and NSF have
both done an outstanding job in creat-
ing educational material, we are look-
ing for continued cooperation of all the
agencies, one of the hallmarks of the
National Earthquake Hazard Reduction
Program [NEHRP].

Mr. President, | believe that the pas-
sage of this legislation will continue of
the good work that these four agencies
have been undertaking—work that
saves property, but most importantly,
saves American lives.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of this legislation be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 910

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.

Section 12 of the Earthquake Hazards Re-
duction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7706) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)(7)—

(A) by striking ‘““and’’ after ‘1995,”’; and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end the following: “*, $19,228,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and
$19,804,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1999°*;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘and’” after ‘‘September 30,
1995;”’; and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end the following: “*; $51,142,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998; and
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$52,676,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1999’;

(3) in subsection (c)—

(A) by striking ‘““and” at the end of para-
graph (1); and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end the following: *, (3) $18,450,000 for engi-
neering research and $11,920,000 for geo-
sciences research for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and (4) $19,000,000 for en-
gineering research and $12,280,000 for geo-
sciences research for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999”’; and

(4) in the last sentence of subsection (d)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘and’’ after ‘““September 30,
1995,”’; and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end the following: **, $2,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and $2,060,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
19997,

SEC. 2. REAL-TIME SEISMIC HAZARD WARNING
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND
PHASED DEPLOYMENT.

(a) AUTOMATIC SEISMIC WARNING SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT AND PHASED DEPLOYMENT.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(A) DIRECTOR.—The term “‘Director’”” means
the Director of the United States Geological
Survey.

(B) HIGH-RISK ACTIVITY.—The term ‘‘high-
risk activity’” means an activity that may be
adversely affected by a moderate to severe
seismic event (as determined by the Direc-
tor). The term includes high-speed rail trans-
portation.

(C) REAL-TIME SEISMIC WARNING SYSTEM.—
The term ‘‘real-time seismic warning sys-
tem’” means a system that issues warnings
in real-time from a network of seismic sen-
sors to a set of analysis processors, directly
to receivers related to high-risk activities.

(2) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall con-
duct a program to develop and deploy a real-
time seismic warning system. The Director
may use funds made available to the Direc-
tor pursuant to this section to provide for a
joint program with an entity that the Direc-
tor determines to be appropriate to develop
and deploy a real-time seismic warning sys-
tem. The Director may enter into such
agreements or contracts as may be necessary
to carry out the program.

(3) UPGRADE OF SEISMIC SENSORS.—In carry-
ing out a program under paragraph (2), in
order to increase the accuracy and speed of
seismic event analysis to provide for timely
warning signals, the Director shall provide
for the upgrading of the network of seismic
sensors in existence at the time of the estab-
lishment of the program to increase the ca-
pability of the sensors—

(A) to measure accurately large magnitude
seismic events (as determined by the Direc-
tor); and

(B) to acquire additional parametric data.

(4) DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS AND
COMPUTATION INFRASTRUCTURE.—INn carrying
out a program under paragraph (2), the Di-
rector shall develop a communications and
computation infrastructure that is nec-
essary—

(A) to process the data obtained from the
upgraded seismic sensor network referred to
in paragraph (3); and

(B) to provide for, and carry out, such com-
munications engineering and development as
is necessary to facilitate—

(i) the timely flow of data within a real-
time seismic hazard warning system; and

(ii) the issuance of warnings to receivers
related to high-risk activities.

(5) PROCUREMENT OF COMPUTER HARDWARE
AND COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—In carrying out a
program under paragraph (2), the Director
shall procure such computer hardware and
computer software as may be necessary to
carry out the program.
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(6) REPORTS ON PROGRESS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Director shall prepare and submit to Con-
gress a report that contains a plan for imple-
menting a real-time seismic hazard warning
system.

(B) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—Not later than 1
year after the date on which the Director
submits the report under subparagraph (A),
and annually thereafter, the Director shall
prepare and submit to Congress a report that
summarizes the progress of the Director in
implementing the plan referred to in sub-
paragraph (A).

(7) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—IN
addition to the amounts made available to
the Director under section 12(b) of the Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42
U.S.C. 7706(b)), there are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Department of the Interior,
to be used by the Director to carry out this
section, $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years
1998 and 1999.

(b) EARTH SCIENCE TEACHING MATERIALS.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:

(A) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term
“local educational agency’ has the meaning
given that term in section 14101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

(B) ScHooL.—The term ‘‘school” means a
nonprofit institutional day or residential
school that provides education for any of the
grades Kkindergarten through grade 12.

(2) TEACHING MATERIALS.—INn a manner con-
sistent with the requirement under section
5(b)(4)(B) of the Earthquake Hazards Reduc-
tion Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7704(b)(4)(B)) and
subject to a merit based competitive process,
the Director of the National Science Founda-
tion may use funds made available to the Di-
rector under section 12(c) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 7706(c)) to develop, and make avail-
able to schools and local educational agen-
cies for use by schools, at a minimal cost,
earth science teaching materials that are de-
signed to meet the needs of elementary and
secondary school teachers and students.

() IMPROVED SEISMIC HAZARD ASSESS-
MENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Director shall conduct a project to improve
the seismic hazard assessment of the seismic
zone in East Tennessee that is described in
paragraph (2).

(2) EAST TENNESSEE SEISMIC ZONE.—The
seismic zone described in this paragraph is
the seismic zone located in East Tennessee,
that underlies the Oak Ridge National Lab-
oratory in Oak Ridge, Tennessee and the
Watts Bar nuclear plant that is operated by
the Tennessee Valley Authority.

(3) REPORTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
annually during the period of the assess-
ment, the Director shall prepare, and submit
to Congress a report on the findings of the
assessment.

(B) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of termination of the assess-
ment conducted under this subsection, the
Director shall prepare and submit to Con-
gress a report concerning the findings of the
assessment.

(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—IN
addition to the amounts made available to
the Director under section 12(b) of the Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42
U.S.C. 7706(b)), there are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Department of the Interior,
to be used by the Director to carry out this
section—

(A) $700,000 for fiscal year 1998; and

(B) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.
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By Mr. TORRICELLI:

S. 911. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a credit
against income tax to individuals who
are active participants in neighborhood
crime watch organizations which ac-
tively involve the community in the
reduction of local crime; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

TAKING BACK OUR NEIGHBORHOODS CRIME

FIGHTING ACT

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, |
rise today to introduce the Taking
Back Our Neighborhoods Crime Fight-
ing Act. This bill has already been in-
troduced in the House by Representa-
tive BoB FILNER, and | thank him for
his efforts in crafting this innovative
and exciting approach to neighborhood
crime fighting.

Mr. President, this is a very simple
bill. Our legislation would provide a $50
tax credit to any American who ac-
tively participates in a Neighborhood
Watch or other local crime fighting
program. These local, citizen-run ini-
tiatives have proven extremely effec-
tive in reducing crime and restoring
confidence in the safety of our local
communities.

Neighborhood Watch programs em-
power residents and bring neighbors to-
gether, creating a renewed sense of
community, and common purpose.
Working hand in hand with law en-
forcement, these groups are a vital
part of the community policing which
has been so successful in dramatically
reducing crime over the last few years.
It is no wonder that this tax credit pro-
posal has received support from hun-
dreds of public officials, including doz-
ens of big city mayors, local sheriffs,
police chiefs, and district attorneys.

Mr. President, by providing this tax
credit, we focus attention on the bene-
fits of these local programs, and we re-
ward those who already participate
with a small token of appreciation. But
more importantly, we also provide one
more incentive to those who may have
been reluctant to join a local group, or
perhaps just didn’t take the time to
look into it. We hope that this addi-
tional incentive will create the final
push needed to encourage everyone in
our communities to join in the effort
to stop crime and take back our
streets.

Even if people intend to go just a
couple of times in order to qualify for
the tax credit, | am certain that many
of them will become active and lifelong
participants once they are exposed to
what Neighborhood Watch is all about.

Mr. President, just a few months ago
| traveled to a Newark townhouse and
paid a visit to a courageous woman
named Donna Cherry. Tired of the vio-
lence and the gunshots plaguing her
neighborhood, Donna Cherry took mat-
ters into her own hands and formed a
neighborhood watch organization to
protect her community. Starting with-
in her own townhouse complex, she and
the group soon set their sights on sur-
rounding areas. Members of the group
patrol the streets, log and report sus-
picious activity, and plan youth con-
ferences to educate local children
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about cooperation and making the
right choices. By their actions—indeed
simply by their visible presence on the
streets of their community—these peo-
ple undoubtedly deter crime.

When 1| visited that neighborhood in
March, | assured the group that the
Federal Government would always
stand behind efforts within commu-
nities to cooperate in the fight against
crime—valiant efforts to save commu-
nities should not fail for lack of re-
sources. We already provide indirect
Federal funding for many of these
groups, but funding is useless without
the people to use it efficiently. Our bill
will provide one more tool for commu-
nity leaders like Donna Cherry to re-
cruit new members and clean up our
communities.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting this economi-
cal and exciting bill to encourage local
crime fighting. Every step we take to-
wards encouraging citizen action is a
step toward the reduction of crime in
our communities. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 911

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Taking Back
Our Neighborhoods Crime Fighting Act”’.
SEC. 2. CREDIT FOR INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE AC-

TIVE PARTICIPANTS IN NEIGHBOR-
HOOD CRIME WATCH ORGANIZA-
TIONS WHICH ACTIVELY INVOLVE
THE COMMUNITY IN THE REDUC-
TION OF LOCAL CRIME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to nonrefund-
able personal credits) is amended by insert-
ing after section 23 the following new sec-
tion:

“SEC. 24. ACTIVE PARTICIPANTS IN NEIGHBOR-
HOOD CRIME WATCH ORGANIZA-
TIONS WHICH ACTIVELY INVOLVE
THE COMMUNITY IN THE REDUC-
TION OF LOCAL CRIME.

‘“(a) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of an indi-
vidual who is an active participant during
the taxable year in a neighborhood crime
watch organization which actively involves
the community in the reduction of local
crime, there shall be allowed as a credit
against the tax imposed by this chapter for

such taxable year the amount of $50.

““(b) ACTIVE PARTICIPANT.—For purposes of
subsection (a), the term ‘active participant’
means any individual who attends during the
taxable year at least 2 meetings of an organi-
zation referred to in subsection (a) at which
instruction is given by a local law enforce-
ment officer on how individuals may best
and lawfully—

‘(1) protect themselves and their commu-
nity against crime, and

‘“(2) assist local law enforcement officials
in greventing crime.”

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for such subpart A is amended by in-
serting after the item relating to section 23
the following new item:

““Sec. 24 Active participants in neighborhood
crime watch organizations
which actively involve the com-
munity in the reduction of
local crime.”

(c) EFFecTIiVE DATE.—The amend-
ments made by this section shall apply
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to taxable years beginning after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. BOND:

S. 912. A bill to provide for certain
military retirees and dependents a spe-
cial medicare part B enrollment period
during which the late enrollment pen-
alty is waived and a special medigap
open period during which no underwrit-
ing is permitted; to the Committee on
Finance.

MEDICARE PART B LEGISLATION

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | rise
today to introduce a measure that
would provide for certain military re-
tirees a special Medicare part B enroll-
ment period during which the late en-
rollment penalty is waived.

Major changes in the Department of
Defense’s [DOD] health care delivery
system, including the introduction of a
managed care program called
TRICARE and the closing or
downsizing of many military medical
facilities, have hindered access to
health care services for older military
retirees, or those aged 65 and over. It is
important to note that the TRICARE
Program was designed for active duty
and CHAMPUS eligible beneficiaries
and the overall intent is for those aged
65 and older to receive their health
care through the Medicare Program.

Many of our country’s military retir-
ees moved close to bases in order to re-
ceive care from these facilities. Due to
the fact that they had medical services
available on base, before the implemen-
tation of TRICARE and base closures,
many of these retirees did not sign up
for medicare part B. Once their access
was restricted, many elected to choose
part B after the enrollment period ex-
pired and were therefore slapped with a
penalty for signing up late. Others
chose not to sign up at all because they
were unable to afford the late enroll-
ment penalty.

Thus, waiving the part B penalty for
those retirees who dedicated their lives
to serving our country is a matter of
justice. There was no way that mili-
tary retirees could have anticipated
the changes that have occurred within
the DOD’s health care delivery system.

Further, these changes were com-
pletely out of their control.

Mr. President, the Senate must act
now. This measure rectifies the unfair-
ness inherent in the Medicare part B
penalty on certain military retirees
and honors our Nation’s commitment
to those individuals who selflessly
served our country through many years
of military service. | look forward to
the Senate’s consideration of this pro-
posal.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 112
At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the

name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. BoxXER] was added as a cosponsor
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of S. 112, a bill to amend title 18, Unit-
ed States Code, to regulate the manu-
facture, importation, and sale of am-
munition capable of piercing police
body armor.
S. 363
At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. BYRD] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 363, a bill to amend the
Communications Act of 1934 to require
that violent video programming is lim-
ited to broadcast after the hours when
children are reasonably likely to com-
prise a substantial portion of the audi-
ence, unless it is specifically rated on
the basis of its violent content so that
it is blockable by electronic means spe-
cifically on the basis of that content.
S. 370
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
names of the Senator from lllinois [Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN], and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY] were added
as cosponsors of S. 370, a bill to amend
title XVIII of the Social Security Act
to provide for increased Medicare reim-
bursement for nurse practitioners and
clinical nurse specialists to increase
the delivery of health services in
health professional shortage areas, and
for other purposes.
S. 371
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 371, a bill to amend title
XVIIl of the Social Security Act to
provide for increased Medicare reim-
bursement for physician assistants, to
increase the delivery of health services
in health professional shortage areas,
and for other purposes.
S. 387
At the request of Mr. SARBANES, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
387, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to provide equity to
exports of software.
S. 415
At the request of Mr. BAucus, the
name of the Senator from Maine [Ms.
CoLLINS] was added as a cosponsor of S.
415, a bill to amend the Medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social
Security Act to improve rural health
services, and for other purposes.
S. 476
At the request of Mr. KERRY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
476, a bill to provide for the establish-
ment of not less than 2,500 Boys and
Girls Clubs of America facilities by the
year 2000.
S. 496
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from New York
[Mr. MoYNIHAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 496, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a
credit against income tax to individ-
uals who rehabilitate historic homes or
who are the first purchasers of reha-
bilitated historic homes for use as a
principal residence.
S. 611
At the request of Mr. MACK, the name
of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
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HAGEL] was added as a cosponsor of S.
611, a bill to require the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System
to focus on price stability in establish-
ing monetary policy to ensure the sta-
ble, long-term purchasing power of the
currency, to repeal the Full Employ-
ment and Balanced Growth Act of 1978,
and for other purposes.
S. 646
At the request of Mr. FORD, the name
of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
HUTCHINSON] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 646, a bill to ensure the competi-
tiveness of the United States textile
and apparel industry.
S. 649
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY] and the Senator from Illi-
nois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN] were added
as cosponsors of S. 649, a bill to amend
title XVIII of the Social Security Act
to provide for coverage of bone mass
measurements for certian individuals
under part B of the Medicare program.
S. 720
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 720, a bill to amend titles
XVIIl and XIX of the Social Security
Act to expand and make permanent the
availablity of cost-effective, com-
prehensive acute and long-term care
services to frail elderly persons
through Programs of All-inclusive Care
for the Elderly (PACE) under the Medi-
care and Medicaid programs.
S. 755
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 755, a bill to amend title
10, United States Code, to restore the
provisions of chapter 76 of that title
(relating to missing persons) as in ef-
fect before the amendments made by
the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1997 and to make
other improvements to that chapter.
S. 766
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
names of the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoBB] and the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. BRYAN] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 766, a bill to require eqg-
uitable coverage of prescription con-
traceptive drugs and devices, and con-
traceptive services under health plans.
S. 836
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 836, a bill to offer small
businesses certain protections from
litigation excesses.
S. 852
At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor of S.
852, a bill to establish nationally uni-
form requirements regarding the ti-
tling and registration of salvage, non-
repairable, and rebuilt vehicles.
S. 862
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota

S5703

[Mr. GRAMS] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 862, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to change the
payment system for health mainte-
nance organizations and competitive
medical plans.
S. 874

At the request of Mr. FAIRCLOTH, the
name of the Senator from New York
[Mr. D’AMATO] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 874, a bill to amend title 31,
United States Code, to provide for an
exemption to the requirement that all
Federal payments be made by elec-
tronic funds transfer.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 31

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SMITH] was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 31,
a joint resolution disapproving the ex-
tension of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment (most-favored-nation treatment)
to the products of the People’s Repub-
lic of China.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS REFORM
AND RESTRUCTURING ACT OF 1997

INOUYE (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 376

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr. HATCH,
Mr. HOLLINGS, and Mr. AKAKA) submit-
ted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by them to the bill (S. 903) to
consolidate the foreign affairs agencies
of the United States, to authorize ap-
propriations for the Department of
State for fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and
to provide for reform of the United Na-
tions, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

At the end of section 1301(a) of the bill, in-
sert the following new paragraph:

(6) ““Center for Cultural and Technical
Interchange between East and West”,
$18,000,000 for the fiscal year 1998 and
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year 1999.

DURBIN AMENDMENT NO. 377

Mr. DURBIN proposed an amendment
to the bill, S. 903, supra; as follows:

At the end of title XVI, add the following
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING UNIT-
ED STATES CITIZENS HELD IN PRIS-
ONS IN PERU.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the follow-

ing:
(1) The Government of Peru has made sub-
stantial progress in the effort to restrict the
flow of illicit drugs from Peru to the United
States.

(2) The Government of Peru has cooperated
greatly with the United States Government
to stop individuals and organizations seeking
to transport illicit drugs from Peru to the
United States and to jail such drug export-
ers.

(3) Any individual engaging in such export-
ing of illicit drugs and convicted in a court
of law should face stiff penalties.

(4) Any such individual should also have a
right to timely legal procedures.

(5) Two United States citizens, Jennifer
Davis and Krista Barnes, were arrested in
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Peru on September 25, 1996, for attempting
to transport illicit drugs from Peru to the
United States.

(6) Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have admit-
ted their guilt upon arrest and to an inves-
tigative judge.

(7) Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have volun-
teered to cooperate fully with Peruvian judi-
cial authorities in naming individuals re-
sponsible for drug trafficking and several
have been arrested.

(8) More than 7 months after their arrest,
Ms. Davis and Ms. Barnes have not been for-
mally charged with a crime.

(9) Peruvian domestic law mandates that
formal charges be brought within 4 to 6
months after arrest.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Government of Peru
should respect the rights of prisoners to
timely legal procedures, including the rights
of all United States citizens held in prisons
in Peru.

DURBIN (AND GORTON)
AMENDMENT NO. 378

Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr.
GORTON) proposed an amendment to
the bill, S. 903, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-

TRIES ELIGIBLE FOR NATO EN-
LARGEMENT ASSISTANCE.

(a) DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-
TRIES.—Effective 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, Lithuania, Lat-
via, Estonia, and Romania are each des-
ignated as eligible to receive assistance
under the program established under section
203(a) of the NATO Participation Act of 1994
and shall be deemed to have been so des-
ignated pursuant to section 203(d)(1) of such
Act, except that any such country shall not
be so designated if, prior to such effective
date, the President certifies to the Commit-
tee on International Relations of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate that the
country fails to meet the criteria under sec-
tion 203(d)(3) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The designa-
tion of countries pursuant to subsection (a)
as eligible to receive assistance under the
program established under section 203(a) of
the NATO Participation Act of 1994—

(1) is in addition to the designation of
other countries by law or pursuant to section
203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to receive as-
sistance under the program established
under section 203(a) of such Act; and

(2) shall not preclude the designation by
the President of other emerging democracies
in Central and Eastern Europe pursuant to
section 203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to re-
ceive assistance under the program estab-
lished under section 203(a) of such Act.

DURBIN (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 379

Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. GoRr-
TON, and Mr. D’AMATO) proposed an
amendment to the bill, S. 903, supra; as
follows:

At the end of title XVI, insert the follow-
Ing:

SEC. . ADMISSION OF ESTONIA, LATVIA, AND

LITHUANIA INTO NATO.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:
(1) The Baltic countries of Estonia, Latvia,
and Lithuania are undergoing a historic
process of democratic and free market trans-
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formation after emerging from decades of
brutal Soviet occupation.

(2) Each of the Baltic countries has con-
ducted peaceful transfers of political power
since 1991.

(3) The governments of the Baltic coun-
tries have been exemplary in their respect
for human rights and civil liberties and have
made great strides toward establishing the
rule of law.

(4) The governments of the Baltic coun-
tries have made consistent progress toward
establishing civilian control of their mili-
tary forces, and through active participation
in the Partnership for Peace and the peace
support operations of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (in this resolution re-
ferred to as ““NATO”), have clearly dem-
onstrated their ability and willingness to op-
erate with the forces of NATO nations and
under NATO standards.

(5) Each of the Baltic countries has made
progress toward implementing a free market
system which has and will continue to foster
the economic advancement of the people of
the Baltic region.

(6) The Baltic region has often been a bat-
tleground for the competing territorial de-
signs of nearby imperial powers which, along
with other factors, has contributed to a his-
tory of insecurity and instability in the re-
gion.

(7) NATO has been a force for stability,
freedom, and peace in Europe since 1949.

(8) NATO has indicated it will begin to in-
vite new members in 1997.

(9) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, exercis-
ing their inherent right as participating
states in the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe, have voluntarily ap-
plied for membership in NATO.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are to
be commended for their progress toward po-
litical and economic liberty and meeting the
guidelines for prospective NATO members
set out in chapter 5 of the September 1995
Study on NATO Enlargement;

(2) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania would
make an outstanding contribution to NATO
if they become members;

(3) eventual extension of full NATO mem-
bership to Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
would make a singular and lasting contribu-
tion toward stability, freedom, and peace in
the Baltic region;

(4) upon satisfying the criteria for NATO
membership, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
should be invited to become full members of
NATO at the earliest possible date; and

(5) Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania should
be invited to attend the NATO summit in
Madrid on July 8 and 9, 1997.

SARBANES AMENDMENTS NOS. 380-
381

Mr. SARBANES proposed two amend-
ments to the bill, S. 903, supra; as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT No. 380
On page 96, delete lines 1 through 12.

AMENDMENT NoO. 381

Add at an appropriate point in the bill a
new section as follows:

SEC. . LIMITATIONS ON MANAGEMENT ASSIGN-
MENTS.

SEC. 1017(E)(2) of the foreign Service Act of
1980 (22 U.S.C. 4117(e)(2)) is amended to read
as follows:

““(2) for the purposes of paragraph (1)(A)(ii)
and paragraph (1)(B), the term ‘““management
official’ does not include chiefs of mission,
principal officers or their deputies, adminis-
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trative and personnel officers abroad, or in-
dividuals described in Section 1002(12)(B),
(C), and (D) who are not involved in the ad-
ministration of this chapter or in the formu-
lation of the personnel policies and programs
of the Department.””.

LUGAR AMENDMENT NO. 382

Mr. LUGAR proposed an amendment
to the bill, S. 903, supra; as follows:
Beginning on page 180, line 1, strike all
through page 198, line 20, and insert the fol-
lowing:
TITLE XXII—ARREARS PAYMENTS AND
REFORM

CHAPTER 1—ARREARAGES TO THE
UNITED NATIONS
SEC. 2211. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Department of State
for payment of arrearages owed by the Unit-
ed States to the United Nations and its spe-
cialized agencies as of September 30, 1997—

(1) $409,500,000 for fiscal year 1998; and

(2) $409,500,000 for fiscal year 1999.

(b) LiMITATION.—Amounts made available
under subsection (a) are authorized to be
available only—

(1) to pay the United States share of as-
sessments for the regular budget of the Unit-
ed Nations (excluding the budgets of the
United Nations specialized agencies);

(2) to pay the United States share of Unit-
ed Nations peace operations; and

(3) to pay the United States share of Unit-
ed Nations specialized agencies.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subsection (a) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.

(d) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.—Before
the disbursement of funds under this section,
the Secretary of State shall notify the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives at least 15 days in advance in accord-
ance with the procedures applicable to re-
programming notifications under section
634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

Dewine (and others) Amendment No.
383

Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. COVERDELL,
and Mr. HELMS) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill. S. 903, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title XVI of division B of the
bill, insert the following new section:

SEC. . EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES
OF ALIENS WHO HAVE BEEN IN-
VOLVED IN EXTRAJUDICIAL AND PO-
LITICAL KILLINGS IN HAITI.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-

ing findings:
(1) At the time of the enactment of this
Act, there have been over eighty

extrajudicial and political killing cases as-
signed to the Haitian Special Investigative
Unit (SIVU) by the Government of Haiti. Fur-
thermore, the government has requested
that the SIU investigate on a ‘‘priority
basis’ close to two dozen cases relating to
extrajudicial and political killings.

(2) President Jean-Bertrand Aristide lived
in exile in the United States after he was
overthrown by a military coup on September
30, 1991. During his exile, political and
extrajudicial Kkillings occurred in Haiti in-
cluding Aristide financial supporter Antoine
Izmery, who was killed on September 11,
1993; Guy Malary, Aristide’s Minister of Jus-
tice, who was killed on October 14, 1993; and
Father Jean-Marie Vincent, a supporter of
Aristide, was killed on August 28, 1992.
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(3) President Aristide returned to Haiti on
October 15, 1994, after some 20,000 United
States troops, under the code name Oper-
ation Uphold Democracy, entered Haiti as
the lead force in a multi-national force with
the objective of restoring democratic rule.

(4) From June 25, 1995, through October
1995, elections were held where pro-Aristide
candidates won a large share of the par-
liamentary and local government seats.

(5) On March 28, 1995, a leading opposition
leader to Aristide, Attorney Mireille
Durocher Bertin, and a client, Eugene
Baillergeau, were gunned down in Ms.
Bertin’s car.

(6) On May 22, 1995, Michel Gonzalez, Hai-
tian businessman and Aristide’s next door
neighbor, was killed in a drive-by shooting
after alleged attempts by Aristide to acquire
his property.

(7) After Aristide regained power, three
former top Army officers were assassinated:
Colonel Max Mayard on March 10, 1995; Colo-
nel Michelange Hermann on May 24, 1995; and
Brigadier General Romulus Dumarsais was
killed on June 27, 1995.

(8) Presidential elections were held on De-
cember 17, 1995. Rene Preval, an Aristide sup-
porter, won, with 89 percent of the votes
cast, but with a low voter turnout of only 28
percent, and with many parties allegedly
boycotting the election. Preval took office
on February 7, 1996.

(9) On March 6,1996, police and ministerial
security guards killed at least six men dur-
ing a raid in Cite Soleil, a Port-au-Prince
slum.

(10) On August 20,1996, two opposition poli-
ticians, Jacques Fleurival and Baptist Pas-
tor Antoine Leroy were gunned down outside
Fleurival’s home.

(11) Other alleged extrajudicial and politi-
cal killings include the deaths of Claude
Yves Marie, Mario Beaubrun, Leslie Grimar,
Joseph Chilove, and Jean-Hubert Feuille.

(12) Although the Haitian Government
claims to have terminated from employment
several suspects in the killings, some whom
have received training from United States
advisors, there has been no substantial
progress made in the investigation that has
led to the prosecution of any of the above-
referenced extrajudicial and political
killings.

(13) The expiration of the mandate of the
United Nations Support Mission in Haiti has
been extended three times, the last to July
31, 1997. The Administration has indicated
that a fourth extension through November
1997, may be necessary to ensure the transi-
tion to a democratic government.

(b) GROUNDS FOR EXCLUSION.—The Sec-
retary of State shall deny a visa to, and the
Attorney General shall exclude from the
United States, any alien who the Secretary
of State has reason to believe is a person
who—

(1) has been credibly alleged to have or-
dered, carried out, or materially assisted in,
the extrajudicial and political Killings of
Antoine Izmery, Guy Malary, Father Jean-
Marie Vincent, Pastor Antoine Leroy,
Jacques Fleurival, Mireille Durocher Bertin,
Eugene Baillergeau, Michelange Hermann,
Max Mayard, Romulus Dumarsais, Claude
Yves Marie, Mario Beaubrun, Leslie Grimar,
Joseph Chilove, Michel Gonzalez, and Jean-
Hubert Feuille;

(2) has been included in the list presented
to former president Jean-Bertrand Aristide
by former National Security Council Advisor
Anthony Lake in December 1995, and acted
upon by President Rene Preval;

(3) was a member of the Haitian presi-
dential security unit who has been credibly
alleged to have ordered, carried out, or ma-
terially assisted in, the extrajudicial and po-
litical Killings of Pastor Antoine Leroy and
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Jacques Fleurival, or who was suspended by
President Preval for his involvement in or
knowledge of the Leroy and Fleurival
killings on August 20, 1996; or

(4) was sought for an interview by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation as part of its in-
quiry into the March 28, 1995, murder of
Mireille Durocher Bertin and Eugene
Baillergeau, Jr., and were credibly alleged to
have ordered, carried out, or materially as-
sisted, in those murders, per a June 28, 1995,
letter to the then Minister of Justice of the
Government of Haiti, Jean-Joseph Exume.

(c) EXEMPTION.—This section shall not
apply where the Secretary of State finds, on
a case by case basis, that the entry into the
United States of the person who would other-
wise be excluded under this section is nec-
essary for medical reasons, or such person
has cooperated fully with the investigation
of these political murders. If the Secretary
of State exempts such a person, the Sec-
retary shall notify the appropriate congres-
sional committees in writing.

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—(1) The Unit-
ed States chief of mission in Haiti shall pro-
vide the Secretary of State a list of those
who have been credibly alleged to have or-
dered or carried out the extrajudicial and po-
litical killings mentioned in paragraph (1) of
subsection (b).

(2) The Secretary of State shall submit the
list provided under paragraph (1) to the ap-
propriate congressional committees not
later than three months after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(3) The Secretary of State shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
list of aliens denied visas, and the Attorney
General shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a list of aliens refused
entry to the United States as a result of this
provision.

(4) The Secretary shall submit a report
under this subsection not later than six
months after the date of enactment of this
Act and not later than March 1 of each year
thereafter as long as the Government of
Haiti has not completed the investigation of
the extrajudicial and political killings and
has not prosecuted those implicated for the
killings specified in paragraph (1) of sub-
section (b).

(e) DeFINITION.—INn this section, the term
‘“‘appropriate congressional committees”
means the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate.

GORTON (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 384

Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. ROTH,
and Mr. D’AMATO) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 903, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the end of title XVI, add the following:
SEC. DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-

TRIES ELIGIBLE FOR NATO EN-
LARGEMENT ASSISTANCE.

(1) DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL COUN-
TRIES.—Effective 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, Romania, Esto-
nia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Bulgaria are
each designated as eligible to receive assist-
ance under the program established under
section 203(a) of the NATO Participation Act
of 1994 and shall be deemed to have been so
designated pursuant to section 203(d)(1) of
such Act, except that any such country shall
not be so designated if, prior to such effec-
tive date, the President certifies to the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate that the
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country fails to meet the criteria under sec-
tion 203(d)(3) of NATO Participation Act of
1994.

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The designa-
tion of countries pursuant to paragraph (1)
as eligible to receive assistance under the
program established under section 203(a) of
the NATO Participation Act of 1994—

(A) is in addition to the designation of
other countries by law or pursuant to section
203(d)(2) of such Act as eligible to receive as-
sistance under the program established
under section 203(a) of such Act; and

(B) shall not preclude the designation by
the President of other emerging democrac